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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Thursday, May 28, 1992 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

We pray, 0 God, that our actions will 
reflect our good words and our deeds 
will relate to our intentions. Teach us 
always, gracious God, to begin each 
day with the language of prayer, 
praise, and thanksgiving and to re
member those noble words when we go 
about our daily tasks and accept the 
responsibilities of public service. Give 
us the gifts of eyes with vision, hearts 
of integrity, and hands eager to work 
for justice in our land and in the world. 
In Your name, we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask 

the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. 
LOWEY] if she would kindly come for
ward and lead the membership in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit
ed States of America, 2-nd to the Republic for 
which it stands, one nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE FOREIGN 
TAX RATIONALIZATION AND SIM
PLIFICATION ACT OF 1992 
(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
Ways and Means Chairman ROSTEN
KOWSKI introduced the Foreign Tax Ra
tionalization and Simplification Act of 
1992. A portion of this bill deals with 
the taxation of foreign-controlled com
panies operating in the United States. 
There are 46,000 foreign firms operating 
in the United States and more than 70 
percent of these companies do not pay 
any Federal income tax. 

In 1990, the Subcommittee on Over
sight, which I chair, reviewed 200 tax 
returns for 36 foreign-owned companies 
and found that more than half of the 
returns showed little or no taxes paid. 
Last month, the subcommittee con-

ducted a followup hearing to review the 
most recent tax returns and tax data of 
the same companies. The subcommit
tee found that tax compliance has 
worsened. 

The bill introduced yesterday is re
sponsive to concerns that have been 
raised at the subcommittee's hearings. 
Under the Foreign Tax Rationalization 
and Simplification Act, IRS would 
have an additional mechanism to 
measure how much income, at a mini
mum, should be shown on the return as 
taxable income. The taxable income 
formula would be based on amounts re
ported by domestic companies in the 
same industry. For example, if U.S.
owned electronics companies had tax
able incomes equaling 3 percent of 
total receipts, foreign-owned compa
nies operating in the United States 
would have to show similar taxable in
comes. Of course, if a foreign-owned 
company believes this figure is too 
high, the company could use IRS' ad
vance pricing agreement procedure to 
arrive at a more appropriate taxable 
income level. 

I believe this provision is straight
forward, workable, and fair. It will help 
ensure that most foreign firms operat
ing in the United States pay their 
taxes. 

AUTHORIZING USE OF EAST 
FRONT PARKING LOT OF CAP
ITOL FOR EXHIBIT BY NASA, 
JUNE 1 THROUGH JUNE 5, 1992 
Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 123) authoriz
ing the use of the east front parking 
lot of the Capitol for an exhibit by 
NASA during the period beginning on 
June 1, 1992 and ending June 5, 1992, 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, under the reserva
tion, I yield to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois for an explanation 
of the resolution. 

Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Oklahoma for 
yielding and also for his valuable as
sistance and contribution in this mat
ter. 

Mr. Speaker, Senate Concurrent Res
olution 123 simply authorizes use of the 

east plaza of the Capitol Grounds for a 
space station exhibit sponsored by 
NASA. 

The display consists of a full-scale 
replica of two modules of the space sta
tion known by the name Freedom show
ing the living e:pvironment of a large 
space station. Also, visitors will be 
able to view the station's advanced lab
oratory and the complex research ac
tivities which will be conducted aboard 
it. 

Moreover, this exhibit, providing a 
valuable learning opportunity, will be 
open to the public free of charge, to be 
set up the afternoon of June 1. It will 
be open June 2, 3, and 4 from 9:30 a.m. 
to 6 p.m., and dismantled the morning 
of June 5. 

Security will be provided by NASA, 
and no food or beverages will be sold. 

Mr. Speaker, may I conclude that in
formation about the science and tech
nology of space exploration should gen
erate more interest in our frontiers of 
knowledge and lead to a greater na
tional commitment to further invest
ment in this critical area, and, mind 
you, this could prove essential to our 
Nation 's ability to compete success
fully in the global economy of the 21st 
century. 

Mr. Speaker, I now urge adoption of 
this resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I want to 
associate myself with the remarks of 
the previous speakers. Senate Concur
rent Resolution 123 which will allow 
NASA to have an exhibit on the east 
plaza of the Capitol, deserves the sup
port of this body. The proposed exhibit 
consists of two trailers and represents 
a full-scale mockup of the habitation 
and laboratory modules of the space 
station Freedom. 

The Endeavour crew recently cap
tured the admiration of the entire Na
tion when they were able to first se
cure a nonworking communications 
satellite and then repair it and set it 
back into orbit. While this operation 
provides further evidence of the high 
level of expertise that exists for work
ing and living in space, it also trans
lates into increased momentum for the 
space program. However, given our se
vere budget constraints, each pro
gram-including the space program
must be closely scrutinized prior to 
continued or increased funding. The 
proposed NASA exhibit on the Capitol 
Grounds will, in my estimation, pro
vide Members and the general public 
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with a rare opportunity to see first 
hand how tax dollars are being spent. 

Increasing our understanding of the 
space station project will result in bet
ter decisions during future budget de
liberations on the program and thus, I 
urge my colleagues to support the reso-
1 ution. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
123 which will allow NASA to have an exhibit 
on the east plaza of the Capitol June 2 
through June 4. The exhibit consists of two 
trailers and represents a full-scale mock-up of 
the habitation and laboratory modules of the 
space station Freedom. This exhibit will allow 
Members of Congress, staff, and the public to 
see firsthand the facilities our astronauts will 
use on the space station. 

The spectacular success of the Endeavour 
crew in retrieving and repairing an errant com
munications satellite highlighted once again 
the feasibility of working and living in space. In 
addition, the Endeavour mission illustrated the 
fascination the American public has with 
space. The proposed NASA exhibit on the 
Capitol Grounds will provide an up-close view 
of life in space. 

I urge my colleagues to support the resolu
tion. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate concur

rent resolution, as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 123 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration is au
thorized to use the East Front parking lot of 
the Capitol for an exhibit during the period 
beginning on June 1, 1992 and ending June 5, 
1992. The Architect of the Capitol and the 
Capitol Police Board shall take such action 
as may be necessary with respect to the 
physical preparations and security for the 
exhibit. 

The Senate concurrent resolution 
was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. SAVAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 123, the 
Senate concurrent resolution just con
curred in. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman form Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 

SUPPORT THE NIH 
REAUTHORIZATION 

(Mrs. LOWEY of New York asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Madam 
Speaker, when it comes to health care, 
women have been forgotten for far too 
long. Forgotten in clinical trials, for
gotten in preventive care, and forgot
ten in the health professions. 

That is about to change. The NIH re
authorization bill contains important 
provisions to ensure that women are 
forgotten no longer. 

It provides $225 million for basic re
search on breast cancer, a disease that 
will take the lives of 45,000 American 
women this year. 

It redesignates the National Center 
for Nursing Research as an Institute so 
that the nursing profession and nursing 
research are given the status they 
clearly deserve. It establishes three 
contraceptive and two infertility re
search centers which are desperately 
needed to help women with family 
planning and to prevent unwanted 
pregnancies. 

H.R. 2507 remembers women. I urge 
my colleagues to support the NIH reau
thorization. 

D 1010 

IN SUPPORT OF H.R. 5229, THE 
FUNDAMENTAL COMPETITIVE-
NESS ACT OF 1992 

(Mr. ZIMMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ZIMMER. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to be an original cosponsor of 
H.R. 5229, the Fundamental Competi
tiveness Act of 1992, which has been in
troduced by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] and the other 
Republican members of the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology. 

I think there can be no starker dem
onstration of the difference in philoso
phy between our two political parties 
than the two bills on competitiveness 
that have been introduced recently. 
Whereas the Democrats ask, "What can 
we-the Government-do for you?"
generally with your own tax dollars, 
the Republicans ask, "What can we 
stop doing to you? How can we relieve 
you of the burden of taxes, regulation 
and litigation, the debt and the defi
cit?" 

I believe that American industry can 
compete quite effectively internation
ally if we can on1y remove the shackles 
that have been put on it by Federal 
policy. 

I think that one of the most impres
sive and imaginative elements of this 
legislation is the public debt reduction 
title. This provision would allow indi
vidual taxpayers to dedicate up to 10 
percent of their tax bill to reduce the 
Federal debt and simultaneously to cut 
Federal spending by the same amount. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 5229. 

WHAT IS WRONG WITH CONGRESS 
AND THE WHITE HOUSE? 

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked -and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker, 
last month's trade deficit is no great 
surprise. It shot up to nearly $6 billion, 
with a "b", $4 billion of it to Japan 
alone. 

Now, is it any wonder that Japan 
continues to dump products in our 
markets, keeps our products out; and 
our Government, the Congress, and the 
President turn their backs and allow il
legal trade, with American jobs going 
overseas and American investment 
going overseas. 

What is wrong with Congress? What 
is wrong with the White House? 

In another 5 years of this business, 
American workers will be buying Mao 
suits and riding on bicycles and rick
shaws. Maybe then the Congress will 
wise up. There will not be a job left in 
our country, Madam Speaker. 

WOMEN AND MINORITIES IN 
MEDICAL RESEARCH 

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Madam Speaker, 
while it may not be clear to some, it is 
to me: Men and women are not alike. 
Although this seems obvious, it was 
not at one time for the medical re
search community. Landmark studies 
using only white men to determine the 
response of a treatment for heart dis
ease is proof of that. 

Thankfully, heal th res9archers are 
now noticing the differences between 
white males, females, and ethnic mi
norities-and learning that they must 
study each separately before develop
ing useful conclusions. 

Congress, too, has stressed the im
portance of using women and minori
ties in medical research, and estab
lished the Office of Research on Wom
en's Health last year. I am very pleased 
to note that the NIH reauthorization 
conference report, which will come be
fore us today, includes provisions to 
strengthen women and ethnic medical 
research. We must continue this com
mitment this year and in the future. 

As a breast cancer survivor, I know 
the importance of medical research. I 
also know the many questions that run 
through your head-why, how, and why 
me? We need diverse research to pro
vide us with these essential answers. 

Madam Speaker, I thank you for this 
opportunity to offer my support to 
women and ethnic medical research. 

AMERICA'S SMALL TOWNS, RURAL 
AREAS HA VE PROBLEMS TOO 

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. VOLKMER. Madam Speaker, the 
urban problems of America's largest 
cities, like Los Angeles and Chicago, 
have been highlighted recently by the 
national press and brought to the at
tention of Congress and President 
Bush. 

But what about the problems of 
America's smaller, but certainly not 
less important, towns? These cities and 
towns, located in America's rural 
areas, are not exempt from the prob
lems that are currently plaguing our 
larger inner-cities. I have witnessed 
substandard housing, deteriorating and 
nonexisting water and. sewer systems, 
and many more problems that most 
Americans associate as being exclusive 
to large inner-cities. 

Madam Speaker, I contend we must 
address the needs of America's inner
cities, but at the same time we cannot 
afford to ignore the rural regions of our 
country. 

Hard decisions must be made. In our 
zest to restore and improve our inner 
cities, let us not forget the plight of 
rural America. We, in Congress, must 
work together in taking an active in
terest in renovating and reinvigorating 
our rural and inner-city communities. 

FETAL TISSUE RESEARCH 
(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ZELIFF. Madam Speaker, we 
have another example today of why the 
American people hold this Congress in 
utter disrespect. 

The American people want Congress 
to be accountable. They want to know 
where their Members stand on the vital 
issues of the day. 

Millions of Americans want us to 
allow fetal tissue research, to help find 
a cure for the debilitating diseases of 
diabetes, Parkinson's, Alzheimer's, as 
well as blood disorders and spinal cord 
injuries. I strongly support the vi tally 
needed fetal tissue research. What kind 
of leadership makes us cast one vote on 
these two diametrically opposed is
sues? Congressional reform should 
start today, Madam Speaker, by divid
ing these two important issues. Let us 
run this place with a little common 
sense. It is no wonder that the Amer
ican people are disgusted with Con
gress. 

The American people want to know 
where we stand on this vital, but emo
tion ridden, question. Will the House 
leadership let us have a simple "yes" 
or "no" vote on this potentially life
saving issue? Of course not. Congress' 
archaic rules, procedures, and leader
ship insist that the vote on fetal tissue 
research be combined with a $3.1 billion 
increase in Federal spending for the 
National Health Institutes. 

I am strongly against this $3.1 billion COMMEMORATING lOOTH ANNIVER-
spending increase. SARY OF SOUTHERN COLLEGE 

OF SEVENTH-DAY ADVENTISTS 

SUPPORT THE NATIONAL 
INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Madam Speaker, 
today we will take up the NIH con
ference report. 

This bill commits us to improving 
Americans' health. It supports our bio
medical research community in the 
search for new treatments and cures 
for a host of illnesses. It recognizes the 
long-neglected health needs of women. 
And it lifts the ban on fetal tissue re
search, which has shown such promise 
for treatment of Parkinson's, Alz
heimer's, diabetes, and other diseases. 

I am appalled at the way health care 
has become such a political football in 
this country. I hope today we will tell 
millions of people, who suffer from 
hundreds of illnesses, that we care 
more about them than about election
year politics. 

This bill is based on the highest ethi
cal standards of the medical profession. 
It maintains the integrity of the Na
tional Institutes of Health. And it al
lows the research community to do 
what it is supposed to do-to ease suf
fering and save lives. 

I urge my colleagues to support good 
science, good health, and good public 
policy, and vote for this bill. 

SUPPORT OUR VETERANS 
(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Madam Speaker, 
once again the Ways and Means Com
mittee is exercising its arbitrary and 
dictatorial authority. The Ways and 
Means Committee is taking $339 mil
lion away from America's veterans, 
when we are short on moneys to pro
vide all the services that are required: 
Health benefits, compensation benefits, 
and particularly this money was going 
to be used for DIC, to create an equi
table program for widows and surviving 
orphans. 

Where is the money going to go? 
Well, the Ways and Means Committee 
said they are going to use it to pay for 
minimum tax relief for oil and gas 
companies. 

What the hell are they going to do 
for Americans and American veterans 
and their survivors? 

Madam Speaker, I think this is a 
shame, and I think that the Congress 
should be riled up about it. 

I am asking that the veterans of this 
country write to the Ways and Means 
Committee and let them know how 
they feel about this. 

(Mrs. LLOYD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. LLOYD. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to introduce legislation today 
to commemorate the lOOth anniversary 
of Southern College of Seventh-day Ad
ventists. Southern College is located 
just east of Chattanooga, TN, in the 
foothills of the Great Smoky Moun
tains. Southern College was founded in 
1892 with only 23 students. Since that 
time, it has flourished and grown into 
a 4-year accredited institution, with an 
administration, faculty, and student 
body committed to academic excel
lence. 

Southern College has distinguished 
itself by providing a challenging edu
cational experience and valuable com
munity service programs. It can well 
be described by the centennial slogan: 
"A tribute to the past. A commitment 
to the future." 

Southern College's strong sense of 
community involvement is a model for 
the Nation. I urge my colleagues to 
join with me in recognizing the 
school's legacy of excellence in edu
cation by congratulating Southern Col
lege of Seventh-day Adventists on their 
lOOth anniversary. 

D 1020 

RTC: A GLIMMER OF LIGHT AT 
THE END OF THE TUNNEL 

(Mr. DREIER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DREIER of California. Madam 
Speaker, the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion is not the most heralded of Gov
ernment agencies, but it seems to me 
that as we look at the issue of funding, 
which has been controversial, there ap
pears to be a little glimmer of light at 
the end of the tunnel. By that I mean 
we have an opportunity to bring an end 
to that agency by allowing it to suc
cessfully complete the job of closing 
down insolvent financial institutions 
and, in fact, meeting our Government 
commitment to insure all deposits up 
to $100,000. 

Over the past several months we have 
been battling over whether or not to 
provide that influx of capital to close 
down those institutions. The job is 
nearly complete. We need to work out 
a compromise on, what could be, the 
last funding bill, so that all those de
positors who know that the full faith 
and credit of the U.S. Government is 
behind them are not in fact ignored. 
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IT'S TIME FOR SUNSHINE AND AC- also been left out of all the studies on 

COUNT ABILITY IN THE BOARD- diseases that affect both men and 
ROOMS OF AMERICA women. 
(Mr. AUCOIN asked and was given Madam Speaker, I am very pleased 

permission to address the House for 1 that in the NIH reauthorization we can 
minute and to revise and extend his re- close that gap. People will say that we 
marks.) should not specifically mandate women 

Mr. AUCOIN. Madam Speaker, every- be included, that they are going to do 
one knows our economy in this country it anyway. Well, if they are going to do 
is in trouble. Over 8 million Americans it anyway, then why are they fighting 
are currently unemployed, and that in- it? 
eludes over 115,000 people in my own Believe me, we have been trying to 
State of Oregon. get them to do it for 12 years, and they 

Madam Speaker, meanwhile the prof- have not. 
its of American corporations fell by 18 Madam Speaker, today let us make 
percent last year. Now, you would sure we never see them roll back on the 
think that the pay of this country's top promises again and vote the NIH bill 
executives would reflect in some way out of here with a terrific mandate. 
this sorry economic performance. But, 
no, in 1991 the pay of senior corporate 
executives shot up by 26 percent while 
unemployment skyrocketed. 

The average annual__:_that is annual
compensation of top executives in 
America today is about $2.4 million per 
year. It may sound incredible, but one 
look at the newspaper will tell you 
that it's so. For example, I read re
cently that MNC Financial, Inc. has 
just given its chairman stock options 
worth $4.8 million while the company 
lost $510 million over the last 2 years. 

Madam Speaker, whatever happened 
to making money the old-fashioned 
way: By earning it? It is not happening 
in corporate America. I think it is time 
to put some sunshine and accountabil
ity in the boardrooms of this country. 
Let's let shareholders hold the top 
brass accountable for the companies' 
performance. 

Madam Speaker, the Securities and 
Exchange Commission should require 
full disclosure of compensation pack
ages to the shareholders of these com
panies. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in writing to the chairman of the Secu
rities and Exchange Commission urg
ing him to do this without delay. 

AMERICA'S WOMEN 
SUBJECTED TO 
MEDICAL CARE 

HAVE BEEN 
SECOND-CLASS 

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
and to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 
the American magazines of the past 
few weeks have been filled with arti
cles about how women have been sub
jected to, really, second-class medical 
care in America. I think we have seen 
them all over the newsstands. 

Today there is very good news: This 
House will have a chance to say that 
we are going to close the gap and in
sure that women get the same first
class type of medical treatment; men 
have. 

Those magazine articles have pointed 
out that women have been neglected in 
gender-specific illnesses, such as can
cer, osteoporosis, menopause, and a 
whole range of things, and they have 

PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE-AU
THORIZING SERGEANT AT ARMS 
TO PROVIDE CERTAIN RECORDS 
TO SPECIAL COUNSEL RELATIVE 
TO OPERATION OF HOUSE BANK 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 

rise to a question of the privileges of 
the House, and I offer a privileged reso
lution (H. Res. 471) and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). The Clerk will report the 
resolution. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 471 
Whereas on April 29, 1992 the House of Rep

resentatives adopted House Resolution 441 
directing the release of certain materials re
lating to the inquiry of the operation of the 
Bank of the Sergeant at Arms pursuant to 
House Resolution 236 as a "cooperative re
sponse" to requests for those materials from 
the Honorable Malcolm R. Wilkey, Special 
Counsel to the Attorney General of the Unit
ed States; 

Whereas pursuant to House Resolution 441 
the 41 microfilm rolls provided to the Special 
Counsel were furnished without prejudice to 
any future consideration by the House or the 
Judiciary of requests for documentary or 
testimonial evidence from Members, Officers 
of employees of the House, but only upon as
surances of the Special Counsel that he will 
take such steps as are necessary to provide 
for protection of the confidentiality of the 
records provided; 

Whereas pursuant to House Resolution 441 
the House e·xpressed its will to maintain 
such communication and cooperation with 
the Special Counsel as will promote the ends 
of justice consistent with the privileges and 
rights of the House and consistent with the 
constitutional or legal rights applicable or 
available to any Member, Officer or em
ployee of the House or any other individual; 

Whereas the Special Counsel has requested 
the production of further documentary evi
dence in addition to that furnished pursuant 
to House Resolution 441 ; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the House no 
evidence of a documentary character under 
the control and in the possession of the 
House can, either by the mandate of process 
of the ordinary courts of justice or pursuant 
to requests by appropriate Federal or State 
authorities, be taken from such control or 
possession except by the permission of the 
House; Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the material requested by 
the Special Counsel consisting of: for the pe
riod July 1, 1988 through October 1991 the 
general ledgers of the bank; the "throwout 
books"; lists or other compilations of per
sons whose check privileges had been sus
pended or otherwise restricted; for accounts 
in which there were one or more "over
drafts" any list or other compilation of indi
viduals who had been granted signature au
thority by account holders and any list or 
other compilation of individuals who had 
been designated by Members as a staff con
tact person; information relating to over
drawn accounts and general bank adminis
tration maintained in the computers of the 
bank; in addition, and without respect to the 
time limitation referenced above, any list or 
other compilation relating to promissory 
notes made by the National Bank of Wash
ington, shall be collected by the Sergeant at 
Arms and he shall commence production 
thereof to the Special Counsel not later than 
five p.m. on Monday June 1, 1992; Be it fur
ther 

Resolved, That upon receipt of further re
quests for documentary or testimonial evi
dence from the Special Counsel addressed to 
any Member, officer, or employee of the 
House, the Leadership Legal Advisory Group 
(consisting of the Speaker, the majority 
leader, the minority leader, the majority 
whip and the minority whip), is hereby au
thorized to respond to and to take appro
priate action with respect to such requests 
from the Special Counsel in a manner con
sistent with the privileges and precedents of 
the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res
olution states a question of privilege of 
the House. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, the Republican 
leader and I have this morning intro
duced a privileged resolution which 
provides an appropriate response to a 
request made by Special Counsel Mal
colm Wilkey with respect to his ongo
ing inquiry of the operation of the 
House Bank. This resolution is a result 
of bipartisan discussions in the Speak
er's Legal Advisory Committee and di
rect discussions with Judge Wilkey's 
staff. 

The resolution not only authorizes 
the Sergeant at Arms to provide cer
tain records, such as the general ledg
ers, relating to the general operation of 
the bank but also puts in place a mech
anism that will permit bipartisan con
sideration and response by the Legal 
Advisory Committee to any future re
quest made by Special Counsel Wilkey. 

In addition both the Speaker and the 
Republican Leader plan to consult with 
a wide range of Members on both sides 
of the aisle with respect to any such fu
ture requests . 

The resolution authorizes and directs 
the Sergeant at Arms to collect and 
promptly provide, beginning no later 
than the close of business Monday-and 
with every expectation of completion 
in a matter of days, given the require
ments of the search and reproduction 
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process-the following categories of 
records: 

First, the bank's general ledgers-in 
effect the bank's overall running bal
ances; 

Second, the bank's throwout books-
which are the daily settlement sheets; 

Third, any list maintained by the 
bank of persons, Members, or others, 
whose check privileges had been sus
pended or restricted; 

Fourth, for accounts with overdrafts 
lists of individuals, other than the 
Member, who had been granted signa
ture authority or who were designated 
as staff contact persons; 

Fifth, certain information contained 
in computer files relating to accounts 
with overdrafts; 

Sixth, records relating to certain 
promissory notes which prior to the 
early or mid 1980's had been made by 
Members to the National Bank of 
Washington. 

With respect to all but the last of 
these categories the request for records 
is limited to the same 39-month period 
which framed the House's earlier reso
lutions relating to the bank. 

As Members will appreciate from this 
description these records are docu
ments collateral to those previously 
provided by the House. It is my under
standing, and that of the Legal Advi
sory Committee, confirmed in commu
nications with the special counsel's of
fice, that this resolution authorizes a 
complete response to all aspects of the 
special counsel's current request. 

Care has been taken to limit, wher
ever possible, this request to only 
those general bank records which re
late to the accounts in which there 
were overdrafts and to the time period 
previously specified. 

There may, Of course, be future re
quests submitted to the House by 
Counsel Wilkey. The resolution pro
vides an orderly bipartisan procedure 
to expeditiously address, with full con
sideration of the privileges and prece
dents of the House, any such future re
quest. 

D 1030 
Madam Speaker, for purposes of this 

debate only, I yield such time as he 
may consume to my friend, the minor
ity whip, the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. GINGRICH]. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution. 

Let me state first that this is the 
natural progression from the original 
House Resolution where we agreed to 
turn over the House Bank records on 
microfilm. Those records are currently 
being copied and entered into a 
database at FBI headquarters. 

Judge Wilkey has now submitted an 
additional request as outlined by the 
majority leader. The Republican lead
er, myself, and others on the legal ad
visory group concur that this informa
tion should be released to Special 
Counsel Wilkey. 

This resolution also sets up a proce
dure so that the House does not have to 
formally vote on each additional re
quest when the legal advisory group is 
in agreement. 

I should add that if the legal advisory 
group does not agree, the House will be 
informed of that disagreement. Addi
tionally, if the legal advisory group de
cides not to provide information re
quested, Judge Wilkey can subpoena 
the information and such subpoena will 
be handled in a manner consistent with 
the rules of the House. 

Finally, the leader and I will counsel 
with legal experts to advise us on the 
constitutional questions involved as 
well as other points of relevant law. 

I urge Members on my side of the 
aisle to support the resolution so that 
we can continue our cooperation with 
Judge Wilkey and set up procedures to 
expedite such further requests. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of our time, and I 
move the previous question on the res
olution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 396, nays 5, 
answered "present" 1, not voting 32, as 
follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Armey 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

[Roll No. 145] 

YEAS-396 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman <MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 

Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Darden 
de la Garza 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 

Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jantz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 

Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McColl um 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MDl 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Rhodes 

12791 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
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Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 

Dymally 
Gonzalez 

Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 

NAYS--5 
McCloskey 
Washington 

Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Yates 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Flake 

Alexander 
Anthony 
Archer 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Chapman 
Col11ns (IL) 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 

NOT VOTING-32 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Hopkins 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Livingston 
Manton 
McCrery 

D 1058 

McDade 
Michel 
Oakar 
Packard 
Perkins 
Riggs 
Roe 
Torres 
Traxler 
Whitten 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1790 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
have my name removed as a cosponsor 
of H.R. 1790. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

D 1100 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2507, 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH REVITALIZATION 
AMENDMENTS OF 1992 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 466 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 466 
Resolved , That upon adoption of this reso

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2507) to 
amend the Public Health Service Act to re
vise and extend the programs of the National 
Institutes of Health, and for other purposes. 
All points of order against the conference re
port and against its consideration are hereby 
waived. Debate on the conference report 
shall continue not to exceed .one hour, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the chair
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
UNSOELD). The gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON], pending which I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. During 
consideration of this resolution, all 

time yielded is for the purpose of de
bate only. 

Madam Speaker, House Resolution 
466 provides for the consideration of 
the conference report on H.R. 2507, the 
National Institutes of Health Revital
ization Amendments of 1992. 

The rule waives . all points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration. The con
ference report specifically requires 
waivers of House rules on the scope of 
conference reports. 

Further, the rule provides 1 hour of 
debate on the conference report to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

Madam Speaker, the conference re
port on H.R. 2507, the bill for which the 
committee has recommended this rule, 
authorizes through fiscal year 1996 the 
National Cancer Institute, the Na
tional Heart, Lung, and Blood Insti
tute, and the National Institute of 
Aging. 

As Congress struggles to reduce the 
budget deficit and to address the sky
rocketing costs of health care, the 
medical research undertaken by the 
NIH provides an average for accom
plishing both. Medical research is a 
sound investment in the reduction of 
future medical costs and in the future 
of America's health care. 

Investing in medical research prom
ises not only a healthier future for the 
American people, but also for the 
American economy. Until we bring 
skyrocketing heal th care costs under 
control , the price of medical care and 
health insurance premiums will con
tinue to rise beyond the reach of more 
and more middle-class American fami
lies. If NIH researchers were to uncover 
a cure for the 3 million Americans who 
suffer from Alzheimer's disease, the 
United States would annually save 
more than $10 billion in long-term care 
costs. Finding a cure for diabetes 
would save $14 billion. 

These budgetary projections make a 
solid economic argument in favor of in
creased Federal funding for medical re
search, but say nothing for the more 
important, more compelling reason our 
Government must act~vely support 
medical research: human suffering. 

Madam Speaker, this bill is, in large 
part, a women's health bill. It seeks to 
narrow a decades-old gap in federally 
funded health research which, until 
now, left female diseases and disorders 
grossly understudied. 

Breast cancer is running rampant 
through American families, striking 
one woman in nine. The NIH Revital
ization Act offers our best hope for 
finding a cure for this killer by author
izing an increase in appropriations for 
breast cancer research of $325 million. 

Today, we don't know how to detect 
ovarian cancer early enough to treat it 
successfully but the bill we consider 
today provides just the boost in ovar-

ian cancer research which may lead to 
a method for early detection, treat
ment, and cure of this deadly cancer. 

Osteoporosis cripples millions of 
older women each year and costs our 
health care system more than $10 bil
lion annually in treatment. A $40 mil
lion increase for research on 
osteoporosis and related bone dis
orders-as authorized in this bill-is a 
sound investment, not only in the pro
ductivity and quality of life of affected 
women, but also in reducing at least a 
portion of our skyrocketing health 
care costs. 

Finally, Madam Speak er, the bill 
would make permanent the authoriza
tion for the Office of Research on Wom
en's Health at NIH. This Office which is 
new, is critical to the success of the 
ambitious women's health agenda 
begun in the lOlst Congress and contin
ued in this Congress through the NIH 
reauthorization and the budget resolu
tion, which also contained a package of 
important women's health provisions. 
The Office of Research on Women's 
Health is charged with identifying 
women's health research needs, making 
sure that women are appropriately in
cluded in clinical trials, and increasing 
the representation of women senior sci
entists and physicians at NIH. 

Madam Speaker, America's families, 
America's mothers, America's daugh
ters, and America's sisters can look to 
this bill for reassurance that our 
health research dollars are being equi
tably distributed . and that every pos
sible step is being taken to ensure their 
good heal th and well being. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues 
to support this rule so that we may 
proceed with consideration of the mer
its of this important conference report. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as I may consume. 

We are here today to debate the rule 
for consideration of the conference re
port to H.R. 2507, the National Insti
tutes of Health Revitalization Amend
ments of 1992. 

As the gentlewoman from New York 
explained, the rule would waive all 
points of order against the conference 
report, and against its consideration. 

While the conference report is highly 
controversial, the rule itself is not con
troversial at all. In fact, the rule was 
necessary only because of scope prob
lems in the conference report. While I 
do believe conference committees 
should not, and I say " not," become ac
customed to legislating beyond what 
the House and Senate have already ap
proved, in this particular case the 
scope pro bl ems seem to be minor in my 
view anyway. The scope problems in
volve a noncontroversial prov1s1on 
added by the Senate that requires the 
Arthritis Institute to do research on 
juvenile arthritis, and to set up a cen
ter for that purpose. 
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A provision was also added to estab

lish a commission to study scientific 
fraud and financial conflicts of interest 
among scientists. Since this is an au
thorization bill and is not scored in the 
budget, the conference report does not 
violate the budget authorization. 

However, I would also point out to 
my colleagues that the conference re
port does increase authorization levels 
$3.1 billion over the President's re
quest. 

For this reason alone, I will be voting 
against the bill. But I urge all Members 
to join me in supporting the rule. 

0 1110 
I will refrain from debating the con

tents of the conference report at this 
time and leave that to the bill man
agers, but I would urge my colleagues 
to pass this rule so we can debate the 
legislation promptly. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
for the purposes of debate only, I yield 
l1/2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Missouri [Ms. HORN]. 

Ms. HORN. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of House Resolution 466, the 
rule for the reauthorization of the Na
tional Institutes of Health. 

The conference report on reauthor
ization of the National Institutes of 
Health contains much needed provi
sions for women's health, for wonderful 
programs for research, treatment, edu
cation, and prevention of diseases that 
afflict all Americans. But I rise to 
speak on one provision that touches me 
in a personal and emotional way. 

But, Madam Speaker, I rise today as 
a mother. 

Madam Speaker, I have a diabetic 
son. Steve has had juvenile type diabe
tes since he was 15. He is now 29, mar
ried, and the father of two wonderful 
little boys. Diabetes is an incurable 
disease. It causes the blood sugar to 
fluctuate wildly, with terrible long
term effects on the limbs because of 
circulation problems, on the eyes, lead
ing to blindness. It attacks nearly 
every biological system of the human 
body. 

Other Members of this body have spo
ken of personal and family situations
of being affected by Alzheimer's, can
cer, spinal cord injuries, Parkinson's 
and Huntington's diseases. All of these 
afflictions may benefit from the re
search that will be made possible by 
the availability of fetal tissue. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues: 
Think of the human benefits, the lives 
that may be lengthened and enriched 
by treatments and cures for this wide 
range of diseases. 

As many true and committed sup
porters of the pro-life position have 
agreed-this is not an issue of abortion. 
It is an issue of the quality and the 
length of life for many Americans and 
of hope and prayer for their families. 

Of mothers and fathers everywhere. Re
member all of us as you vote-remem
ber my son. Support the rule and sup
port the NIH reauthorization. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup
port of H.R. 2507, the conference report 
for the NIH reauthorization bill. 

This vote is critical to women's 
health-it includes a number of provi
sions which will go a long way toward 
filling the enormous gaps in research 
on women's health. Many provisions of 
the Women's Health Equity Act are 
part of the bill, including the require
ment that women and minorities are 
represented in clinical trails. Funding 
for breast and ovarian cancer, 
osteoporosis, and other women's dis
eases is increased, and the Office of Re
search on Women's Health is perma
nently authorized. Legislation to es
tablish a National Cancer Registry is 
part of the conference report. 

The bill also overruns the ban on the 
use of Federal funds for fetal tissue 
transplant research. Fetal tissue re
search has already led to a number of 
medical advances and is very promis
ing in fighting diseases ranging from 
Alzheimer's and Parkinson's disease to 
juvenile diabetes, and leukemia. 

The legislation includes important 
safeguards to ensure that any future 
research is conducted in an ethical 
manner. For example, fetal tissue 
could not be sold nor could donations 
be targeted to any particular individ
ual. As a result of these protections, 
ethical concerns have been addressed. 
A fetal tissue bank, as proposed by the 
administration, is simply not adequate. 
Countless researchers and other ex
perts have expressed their view that ec
topic pregnancies and spontaneous 
abortions will not produce enough 
transplantable tissue to meet the needs 
of researchers. 

Indeed, former HHS Secretary, Otis 
Bowen, has stated that: 

A bank of tissue from miscarriages and ec
topic pregnancies is medically unworkable 
and will be unable to provide tissue free from 
infections and genetic defects. Such tissue 
has always been unaffected by the ban, but 
the problems of quality and availability are 
so insurmountable that research has come to 
a halt. This political compromise will 
produce no scientific results. 

Madam Speaker, the NIH conference 
report is critical to the health of mil
lions of Americans. I urge my col
leagues to vote "yes" on H.R. 2507 and 
thereby pave the way for vital sci
entific progress. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
for purposes of debate only, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con
necticut [Ms. DELAURO]. 

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in support of the rule and this 
morning's bill. 

Madam Speaker, this bill is more 
than legislation that reauthorizes the 
National Institutes of Health. It has 
the potential for saving tens of thou
sands of people's lives: men, women, 
and children. It contains money for 
AIDS, for childhood vaccines, for re
search on osteoporosis, and other dis
eases. It is a bill that will help us ac
complish that most cherished mis
sion-alleviating suffering and saving 
human lives. 

The provisions for women's health re
search are an important and integral 
part of this bill. For years, women's 
health concerns have been systemati
cally ignored by the Federal Govern
ment. Often overlooked by researchers 
and left out of clinical trials, women 
are suffering and dying because not 
enough has been done to find cures or 
treatments for the diseases that afflict 
them. 

I know, because I have experienced 
this neglect first hand. By chance, I 
was diagnosed with ovarian cancer, and 
by luck I survived a disease that kills 
13,000 women each year. Since then, 
other women with similar experiences 
have sought me out, wanting to tell 
their stories and asking me to do some
thing to make women's health con
cerns central to our national health 
care debate. 

This bill takes an important step in 
making up for past neglect. It author
izes $75 million for basic and clinical 
research on ovarian and other repro
ductive cancers affecting women, as 
well as $375 million for breast cancer. 

We cannot continue to ignore the dis
eases that affect our women, our 
daughters, our mothers. We must en
courage the understanding that the 
diseases affecting women must be un
derstood, analyzed, and treated with 
the same care and diligence with which 
we fight all other diseases. This bill 
helps to do that. It puts some balance 
into medical research, and provides 
millions of American women with the 
hope that their medical needs may be 
met. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Madam Speaker, 
I rise in sorrow today because of provi
sions in this conference report which 
taint the authorization of the National 
Institutes of Health. I have always 
been supportive of NIH and have great 
respect for the goals and efforts of each 
institute, especially the National Can
cer Institute. I was pleased that this 
measure authorizes $2.2 billion in fiscal 
year 1993 for NCI and includes an addi
tional $400 million for research on 
breast, ovarian, and other important 
cancers. 

I was also very happy that this legis
lation stresses the importance of the 
participation of women in medical re
search and believe that this action can 
only further our commitment in find-
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ing a cure for such devastating dis
eases. As a breast cancer survivor, I 
understand the special problems of 
women when faced with such illnesses. 

But, Madam Speaker, I also have a 
responsibility to my constituents and 
to human life. As such, I am appalled 
that the conferees have tainted this 
important legislation by permitting 

_federally funded transplantation re
search involving human subjects to use 
fetal tissue from induced abortions. I 
cannot and will not support legislation 
which would likely create a demand for 
aborted babies. 

Instead, we have an alternative-a 
fetal tissue research bank. I am ex
tremely supportive of the establish
ment of a fetal tissue research bank 
which would use tissue from ectopic 
pregnancies and spontaneous abortions 
for the development of research and 
treatments for various diseases. We 
have already seen promising results in 
treating Hurlers syndrome with such 
tissues. We must continue to use this 
untapped source of normal viable fetal 
tissue. 

Also, I cannot support legislation 
which would take the authority from 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services and put it in the hands of an 
advisory board, whose decision may 
not be overturned. Recalling our his
tory lessons, we know that this man
date is an unconstitutional encroach
ment on the President's appointment 
power, and I will not vote for it. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to vote no on the conference 
report, which will be vetoed, and de
mand deletion of these provisions. Give 
us all a chance to vote on a NIH reau
thorization bill we can be proud of. 

D 1120 
Mrs. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 

for purposes of debate only, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SCHEUER] 

Mr. SCHEUER. Madam Speaker, I 
rise strongly in support of this rule. 
The rule is a pro-life rule, and I am 
proud to take a pro-life position on this 
pro-life rule. 

The rule provides for research that 
will help us attack the scourge of dia
betes, Parkinson's disease, Alzheimer's 
disease, and of spinal cord injuries. 

The fetal tissue research helped Dr. 
Sabin produce the polio vaccine in the 
early 1950's. It was not early enough for 
me. My problem came in the late 1940's, 
but it came in time to save hundreds, if 
not millions of kids from a life of crip
pling and disabling disease. 

The research this time around covers 
all Americans, a major impact on wom
en's diseases, on cancer. 

In Long Island where I am currently 
serving, the rate of breast cancer for 
women is many times that of the sur
rounding areas and representative 
areas across the country. We must 
know the hows and the whys and the 

wherefores of why breast cancer on 
Long Island is prevalent at such a high 
incidence level. 

We also attack not only breast can
cer but prostate cancer which afflicts 
so many of the men among us. 

Madam Speaker, I could go on and on 
and on, but truly this is a pro-life bill, 
and I am happy to support it. I urge my 
colleagues to do likewise. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Madam Speaker, I sup
port the conference report on the NIH 
reauthorization, which overturns the 
administration ban on fetal tissue 
transplantation. 

Opponents of this bill have gone out 
of their way to make this vote another 
referendum on abortion. How sad for 
our country. Once again, pro-life and 
pro-choice come down to this floor to 
shout past each other without listening 
to each other. In so doing today, 
caught up in our obsession with ex
tremist politics, we may deprive all 
Americans of potential cures for diabe
tes, Parkinson's, Alzheimer's, and per
haps hundreds of other dreaded dis
eases. 

Madam Speaker, we spend nearly $10 
billion every year on biomedical re
search. We are constantly frustrated by 
the pace of progress in that research. 
We still cannot cure cancer and hun
dreds of other diseases that afflict our 
people. But we are making spectacular 
progress on some very common and de
bilitating and life threatening diseases. 
The recent revolution in molecular bi
ology gives hope to millions of Ameri
cans that they will be treated or cured 
of disease within their lifetimes. Re
searchers are very near a cure for juve
nile diabetes. They are nearing an ef
fective treatment for Parkinson's. And 
they are making great progress on Alz
heimer's. 

But now, on the brink of almost un
believable success, after billions of dol
lars and years of research, those who 
oppose the legislation would have us 
throw away our investment because 
these breakthrough treatments involve 
the use of human fetal tissue from in
duced abortions-tissue that would 
otherwise be consigned to the medical 
waste heaps of our Nation's hospitals 
and clinics. 

Pancreatic tissue from a first tri
mester fetus, when infused into an in
sulin-dependent diabetic, differen
tiates, replaces damaged islet cells, 
and helps regenerate the host tissue. 
As such, this treatment may provide, 
within a few short years, a cure for 
millions of Americans with diabetes. In 
addition, fetal tissue is nonimmuno 
genie and poses no risk of rejection by 
the recipient, thereby overcoming one 
of the major obstacles to any kind of 
transplant. 

Fetal brain tissue from a first tri
mester fetus can be transplanted into 
Parkinson's suffers. This tissue regen
erates brain tissue in the recipient, in
creases dopamine production, and alle
viates many of the worst symptoms of 
the debilitating Parkinson's disease 
which robs young people as well as old 
of dignity, ability, and quality of life. 

Our Nation's preeminent biomedical 
researchers attest to the value of this 
research and the opportunities we are 
missing. The Director of the National 
Institutes of Health [NIH], Dr. Raub, 
told Congress in 1990 that the fetal tis
sue moratorium shut down promising 
research on Parkinson's treatment. Dr. 
Gorden, the Director of the Diabetes 
Institute told us that efforts to develop 
substitutes for fetal tissue transplants 
were unsuccessful. Dr. Goldstein, Di
rector of the National Institute on 
Neurological Disorder and Stroke told 
us that the administration's morato
rium slowed progress on Parkinson's 
and prohibited further promising stud
ies. 

Madam Speaker, I am the first to ac
knowledge the ethical implications of 
transplanting tissue from one individ
ual to another, and the particular dif
ficulties involved with fetal tissue. On 
the Labor, HHS, and Education Sub
committee of Appropriations, we deal 
with these and the myriad other ethi
cal dilemmas of biomedical research 
every day. 

This bill contains comprehensive 
safeguards to prevent researchers from 
encouraging abortions for any reason. 
The decision to donate fetal tissue for 
research must be made after, and com
pletely separate from, the decision to 
have an abortion. Neither the woman 
nor the physician may alter any condi
tion of the abortion, including timing, 
as a result of their decision to donate 
tissue. The specter raised by opponents 
of fetus-farms is wholesale invention 
and fantasy. 

Women cannot direct the tissue to a 
specific donor or even know the iden
tity of the eventual recipient. No one 
may sell or purchase fetal tissue, re
searchers and physicians must disclose 
any potential financial interest-such 
as the development of marketable cell 
lines-to the donor, and researchers 
must acknowledge in writing that do
nated tissue may result from an in
duced abortion. At no point may the 
decision to donate tissue intrude upon, 
or mingle with, in any way, the deci
sion to abort. 

Some critics have suggested that this 
legislation may encourage women to 
seek second or third trimester abor
tions. But researchers universally ac
knowledge that fetal tissue is not use
ful for transplantation beyond the first 
trimester. Undifferentiated tissue from 
the 8th through the 12th week of preg
nancy is usable. Beyond that, the tis
sue matures, losing the properties that 
benefit recipients. 
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The administration makes much of 

its recent decision to establish a fetal 
tissue bank to receive donations from 
spontaneous abortions, stillbirths, and 
ectopic pregnancies. But every serious 
researcher knows the bank is a non
starter. Spontaneous abortions, by 
their nature, do not occur in heal th 
care settings where the tissue may be 
adequately preserved for research pur
poses. Ectopic pregnancies are, by their 
nature, abnormal occurrences and rare
ly yield tissue that may be used for re
search purposes, let alone for trans
plantation into humans. Stillbirths 
occur late in pregnancy, after tissue 
has differentiated and is therefore of 
little use to researchers. 

President Reagan's Secretary of 
HHS, the Honorable Otis Bowen, M.D., 
recently emerged from private life to 
denounce the establishment of the fetal 
tissue bank as a "political compromise 
[that] will produce no scientific re
sults." Dr. Bowen is just one prominent 
example of the many pro-life and pro
research individuals who support this 
legislation. 

Madam Speaker, the use of human 
fetal tissue in research is obviously an 
issue that involves abortion. But it is 
not about abortion. This bill includes 
safeguards that clearly separate the de
cision to abort from the decision to do
nate. It forthrightly addresses the myr
iad ethical implications raised by fetal 
tissue transplantation and ensure that 
this legislation will in no way encour
age abortion. 

I believe that there is room for pro
life, pro-choice, and pro-research with
in this bill. By defeating this bill, you 
will not reduce abortions. You will not 
limit access to or availability of abor
tions. You will ensure that tissue that 
might otherwise be used to benefit so
ciety will be tossed on the medical 
waste heap. And in so doing, you will 
destroy the hope of millions of Ameri
cans who suffer from potentially cur
able and treatable disease. 

Madam Speaker, I ask every Member 
of this House to vote for this bill. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Maine [Ms. SN OWE]. 

Ms. SNOWE: Madam Speaker, today 
there is a great deal at stake with the 
NIH conference report. That is why I 
rise in support of the rule. This bill 
represents no less than the Federal 
Government's long overdue realization 
that women's health and women's lives 
matter. Your vote today on this legis
lation will determine whether or not 
you think women's heal th issues are 
important enough to be an integral 
part of the NIH research agenda, 
whether or not women's health issues 
are important enough to be part of per
manent statute so that it reflects an 
ongoing commitment, or that it is not 
important enough and it is relegated to 

a future of uncertainty, subject to 
change, depending on the priorities and 
the inclination of whoever might be 
the Director of NIH, and currently we 
have an outstanding Director, but that 
always can change sometime in the fu
ture, or the discretion of those who are 
in charge of research at NIH, or subject 
obviously to the annual appropriations 
process as well. 

If you think that is not so, then why 
is it that the NIH ignored its own pol
icy, its own internal policy that re
quire women to be part of the clinical 
study trials? It is because it had the 
flexibility and the option to do so. 

Now, I know the administration has 
described this legislation as being 
micromanagement and unnecessary 
with respect to women's health issues, 
but let us take a look at some of the 
provisions as to why they are included 
in this legislation. 

This legislation includes a permanent 
Office of Research on Women's Health, 
as well as mandating the policy that 
women be included in the clinical 
study trials. 

Why? Because if we do not do so, 
sometime down the road that office 
and that policy can be removed if it is 
not part of permanent statute. 

The legislation also would require in
formation available to women about 
women's health and about what clini
cal trials exist for women. No such 
clinical trials data bank dr clearing
house exists at the NIH. 

In addition, there are provisions in 
this legislation that expand signifi
cantly the research on breast, cervical 
and ovarian cancer, as well as 
osteoporosis. 

Why? Because we are attempting to 
make up for an egregious past. 

I think we all know about the history 
of the NIH apathy and neglect with re
spect to these issues in the past and we 
are trying to make up for decades of 
that neglect and inattention to these 
issues. 

The NIH bill establishes an OB-GYN 
research program at NIH. No separate 
gynecological research program exists 
at NIH, although they have expanded 
the number of gynecologists who are 
doing research there. Up until a couple 
years ago, there were only three gyne
cologists at NIH. 

The NIH bill requires the establish
ment of a national program of cancer 
registries in the Centers for Disease 
Control and a study to determine fac
tors contributing to the elevated 
breast cancer rates in some States. 

Why? Because there is currently no 
such study. 

The NIH bill requires the establish
ment of a study on adolescent health, 
an area identified by the Office of 
Technology Assessment as one which 
needs more research. There is cur
rently no such study. 

Madam Speaker, I hope today that 
we will not make women's health is-

sues a medical afterthought and to 
make sure that it is no longer a miss
ing page in America's medical text
book. 

Madam Speaker, there is a great deal at 
stake in the NIH conference report. This bill 
represents no less than the Federal Govern
ment's long overdue realization that women's 
health and women's lives matter. And your 
vote today will determine whether women will, 
in fact, become an integral part of the NIH re
search agenda. 

Up until this point, American women have 
had to rely on the short-term appropriations 
process and the discretion of an appointed Di
rector of the National Institutes of Health for 
research on diseases primarily affecting them. 
But we have only to look at the alarming rates 
of breast cancer, osteoporosis, and other re
productive diseases to determine that this pol
icy-or lack of policy-has failed. 

NIH's infamous history of apathy and ne
glect with respect to women's health tells us 
unequivocally that a section in the NIH reau
thorization on women's health is not only justi
fied, but absolutely necessary. Women's 
health must be a permanent component of 
NIH's research agenda. 

Madam Speaker, today we have the oppor
tunity to make this long-term commitment to 
improving women's health by supporting the 
NIH reauthorization bill. This conference report 
contains numerous provisions that have been 
a top priority of the congressional caucus for 
women's issues, which I cochair along with 
the gentlelady from Colorado. H.R. 2507 per
manently authorizes the Office of Research on 
Women's Health that was established by NIH 
in 1990. The main purpose of this office is to 
oversee and coordinate efforts to improve the 
previous overlooked women's health research 
at NIH. 

In addition, the office will work with the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services to evalu
ate and increase the representation of women 
among senior physicians and scientists. The 
lack of women in high ranking positions at NIH 
has been one of the root causes of NIH's his
toric myopia toward women's health. As a re
sult of this history, this essential office must be 
permanent, and not subject to erratic, unpre
dictable appropriations funding. 

The conference report also codifies NIH's 
policy that requires the inclusion of women 
and minorities in clinical research trials, where 
appropriate. 

By now, I am sure that most of you are fa
miliar with the past egregious omissions of 
women in research trials at NIH. You may re
call that the breakthrough finding of the Physi
cian's Health Study that established the con
nection between aspirin and coronary disease 
prevention couldn't be applied to women-be
cause the study looked at 22,071 men and no 
women. That is in spite of the fact that heart 
disease is the leading cause of death for 
women over age 60. The result is that aspirin 
might be effective for women also, but the lack 
of data keeps it as speculation. 

Finally, the authorized funding levels in the 
conference report for research on devastating 
diseases like breast cancer, ovarian cancer, 
and osteoporosis will begin to temper the 
enormous legacy of neglect that women's 
health has confronted. 
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Madam Speaker, policy changes are the 

only lasting way to maintain the pace of 
progress we have recently established on 
women's health. The NIH reauthorization gives 
us a vehicle to revise our priorities and once 
and for all place women on equal footing with 
men in our health research system. I urge you 
to vote in favor of the conference report. 

Madam Speaker, I include the follow
ing material from the congressional 
caucus for women's issues: 
CONGRESSIONAL CAUCUS FOR WOMEN'S ISSUES 

The National Institutes of Health Reau
thorization Bill, H.R. 2507, includes a number 
of provisions from the Women's Health Eq
uity Act. These provisions are not unneces
sary as claimed by NIH Director Bernadine 
Healy. 

The NIH bill permanently established the 
Office of Women's Health Research and the 
requirement which mandates the inclusion of 
women in clinical trials. 

The NIH established this office and the 
clinical trials policy only in response to the 
introduction of the Women's Health Equity 
Act (which is now part of H.R. 2507). These 
changes at NIH can disappear as quickly as 
they appeared. 

The NIH bill would make information 
available to women about women's health 
and about what clinical trials exist for 
women to enroll in. Women need access to 
information and research. 

No such clinical trials data ban and clear
inghouse exist at NIH. 

The NIH bill would allow for guidance by 
an outside advisory committee made up of 
non-government scientists and physicians 
who specialize in women's health. 

The administration considers such public 
input and oversight " micromanagement". 

The NIH bill establishes an ob-gyn re
search at NIH. 

No separate gynecological research pro
gTam exists at NIH, although they have ex
panded the number of gynecologists working 
at NIH in response to the Women's Health 
Equity Act. 

The NIH bill requires the establishment of 
a national program of cancer registries 
through the Centers for Disease Control, and 
a study to determine factors contributing to 
the elevated breast cancer rate in some 
states. 

There is currently no such study. 
The NIH bill requires the establishment of 

a study on adolescent health, an area identi
fied by the Office of Technology Assessment 
as one which needs more research. 

There is currently no such study. 
The NIH bill establishes 5 contraceptive 

and infertility research centers in the extra
mural program of NIH to compensate for the 
lack of research at NIH on contraception and 
infertility. 

The NIH established 4 of these centers in 
response to the Women's Health Equity Act. 
These centers and this area of research could 
disappear as quickly as they appeared. 

Other provisions in the bill expand ongoing 
research areas in such critical areas as 
breast cancer, ovarian cancer, and 
osteoporosis. These areas have not received a 
high enough priority at NIH in the past and 
need increased research to make up for lost 
time and effort. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
for purposes of debate only, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ver
mont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
this time to me. 

Madam Speaker, the headline in this 
New York Times ad for an article in 
this month's Reader's Digest says it 
all. "The Cancer Weapon America 
Needs Most," and that is exactly what 
we are voting upon today when we ap
prove the Cancer Registries Amend
ment Act of 1992, which is included in 
this NIH authorization. This is a bill 
which I introduced in the House several 
months ago and Senator PATRICK 
LEAHY of Vermont introduced in the 
Senate. 

Madam Speaker, this NIH legislation, 
in addition to putting some $300 mil
lion into breast cancer research, re
search which is long overdue, will also 
establish, for the first time, a national 
system of statewide cancer registries. 
These registries collect data, presently 
lacking in over half our States, includ
ing my own State of Vermont, which is 
used to track cancer clusters and iden
tify environmental causes of cancer. 
This bill would also establish a study 
of the alarmingly high rate of breast 
cancer mortality in New England and 
the mid-Atlantic States. 

Madam Speaker, Dr. John Healey, 
chief of orthopedic surgery at the 
Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center in New 
York, describes in his Reader 's Digest 
article how an effective cancer registry 
in California saved thousands of women 
there when their registry picked up on 
a SO-percent increase in uterine cancer 
in the San Francisco area in the early 
1970's-an increase which was later 
found to be caused by the use of too 
high doses of estrogen to treat symp
toms of menopause. Dr. Healy writes: 

Why does the United States lag behind 
many other Western nations in gathering 
cancer data that could save thousands of 
lives and billions of dollars? 

Well. I do not know why, but today I 
hope we are going to end that lag, and 
we are going to go forward and develop 
the best national system of cancer reg
istries that exists in this world. And 
when we do, we are going to have much 
needed information that we do not 
have today as to who gets cancer, 
where they live, where they work, what 
drugs they take, the effectiveness of 
their treatment. And when we have all 
that information we are going . to know 
a lot more about cancer, we are going 
to strike a real blow for cancer preven
tion, and we are going to save a whole 
lot of suffering. 

Lastly, Madam Speaker, I want to 
thank thousands of my fellow Ver
monters, led by JoAnna Rathgeb and 
Virginia Soffa, whose concern about 
the lack of strong Federal action in the 
area of cancer prevention is largely re
sponsible for the creation of this legis
lation. 

Madam Speaker, I include the article 
from the Reader's Digest, "The Cancer 
Weapon America Needs Most." 

THE CANCER WEAPON AMERICA NEEDS MOST 

(By John H. Healey, M.D.) 
Donald Austin was astonished by what he 

saw that day in 1975. As chief of the Califor-

nia cancer registry, Austin directed one of 
the largest storehouses of local cancer sta
tistics in the world, and researchers fre
quently consulted him about the incidence of 
the disease in the San Francisco area. 

On this afternoon, Austin had been asked 
for a tally of all cases of breast, uterine and 
ovarian cancer. As his eyes skimmed the 
computer printout, he was startled by a dis
turbing trend: year by year, cases of uterine 
cancer were climbing dramatically. 

Austin found that since 1969, uterine can
cer in the Bay Area had risen by 50 percent. 
Worse, the incidence among women age 50 
and over from affluent Marin County had 
doubled. Why were these well-off women at 
greater risk? 

It didn't take long to finger a possible cul
prit. Between 1965 and 1975, prescriptions of 
estrogen-the hormone used to treat symp
toms of menopause-had tripled nationwide. 
Large doses (far larger than are prescribed 
today) were being given, mostly to affluent 
women over 50. 

Many in the medical profession doubted 
the link. To them, estrogen was a wonder 
drug. But to be safe, the Food and Drug Ad
ministration advised that women receive 
only the smallest possible dose and the doc
tors balance its effects with the hormone 
progesterone. Within three years, the rate of 
uterine cancer returned to normal. Thanks 
to a good cancer registry, at least 3000 
women a year-in California alone-are 
spared. 

With no cancer registry at their disposal, 
Massachusetts health officials were baffled 
by a sudden epidemic of cancer in Woburn, a 
Boston suburb. Only days after Anne Ander
son's 3112-year-old son, Jimmy, was found to 
have leukemia, she learned that two other 
neighborhood children also had the disease . 
Then a fourth case cropped up. And when An
derson brought Jimmy to Boston's Massa
chusetts General Hospital for treatment, she 
was amazed to see a number of familiar 
Woburn faces in the waiting room. Could 
there be something in Woburn that's giving 
leukemia to our children? she wondered. 

By October 1979, Anderson and her pastor, 
the Rev. Bruce A. Young, had tracked down 
12 leukemia cases in Woburn-double the 
normal incidence. That same year, state en
vironmental engineer Richard Chalpin sus
pected that toxic chemicals illegally dumped 
in Woburn had made their way into the 
water supply. He checked two municipal 
wells and discovered dangerously high levels 
of an industrial solvent. Then Harvard pro
fessors Marvin Zelen and Steve Lagakos 
found that, on average, the children with 
leukemia had consumed twice as much con
taminated water as other Woburn youngsters 
had. 

Jimmy Anderson died in 1981, but his 
mother was determined to help other kids. 
That's when she and Bruce Young helped per
suade the Massachusetts legislature to cre
ate a cancer registry. Clusters of the disease 
are now detected long before they become as 
widespread as the tragic Woburn cases. 

These two battles in the war against can
cer illustrate how vital statistics can be. 
Ideally, researchers should be able to gather 
intelligence on all forms of cancer, not only 
because the disease is so widespread (one in 
three Americans are expected to contract 
some type of it in their lifetime) but also be
cause it is infinitely complicated. It comes 
in dozens of different forms, and each cancer 
can have many causes-some inborn, others 
environmental. There are also dozens of 
ways to treat the disease. To battle such a 
beast, researchers need an exact statistical 
profile. 
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But many parts of the United States lack 

such information. Ten states have no cancer 
registries. Most of the others do not record 
all cases within their borders. And more 
than a third fail to record how patients are 
treated or whether they have been cured. 

Back in the 1930s and 1940s, many states 
passed laws requiring health officials to keep 
track of cancer. But in almost every case, 
these laws went unfunded. (The notable ex
ception was Connecticut, which has operated 
a model registry since 1935.) 

Then, in the early 1970s, the National Can
cer Institute began keeping accurate records 
for cancer patients in five states (Hawaii, 
Utah, New Mexico, Iowa and Connecticut) 
and four metropolitan areas (Detroit, At
lanta, San Francisco and Seattle). These 
SEER (Surveillance, Epidemiology and End 
Results) registries cover roughly ten percent 
of the nation's population. They are useful 
for making broad estimates of cancer rates. 
But because the registries ignore 90 percent 
of the population, they miss smaller trends 
such as the leukemia outbreak in Woburn. 

Three years ago, the American College of 
Surgeons, with the help of the American 
Cancer Society, started a second national 
registry, the National Cancer Data Base, to 
track how well different treatments work. 
The data base covers only 30 percent of all 
cancer patients and misses victims cared for 
outside hospitals or in hospitals without reg
istries. 

Gilbert H. Friedell, director of Kentucky's 
state registry, uncovered exactly the kind of 
problem that neither SEER nor the National 
Cancer Data Base would have picked up. 
While reviewing state statistics, he noticed 
that women in Kentucky's poverty-stricken 
Appalachian areas were dying of cervical 
cancer at twice the national rate . Friedell 
found that many women there were unaware 
of the importance of regular pap smears, 
which can detect cervical cancer when it is 
still curable. Kentucky officials have estab
lished a community outreach program to 
correct the problem. · 

Even if SEER and the National Cancer 
Data Base kept track of more cancer pa
tients, they are not geared to spot local 
trends. By contrast, a good state registry 
can identify dozens of cancer clusters every 
year. Even when a cluster cannot be linked 
to some special circumstance, it is impor
tant that the public understand the situa
tion. 

Consider the 1990 scare in Taylorville, Ill. , 
where neuroblastoma, a rare cancer of the 
nervous system, had stricken three infants. 
Such a rate was several times the expected 
incidence, and parents suspected the chil
dren had been harmed before birth by con
taminants their mothers inhaled from a 
toxic-waste site. After extensive interviews, 
however, the Illinois State Cancer Registry 
determined none of the mothers had been at 
the site, and careful monitoring showed that 
no contaminants had made their way to the 
outside air. The town of Taylorville heaved a 
sigh of relief. 

As important as the need for good reg
istries is the need for uniform statistics. Un
less data from all 50 states can be tallied, we 
cannot get detailed pictures of rare cancers. 

Consider osteogenic sarcoma, or bone can
cer. Even at major facilities like New York 
City's Memorial Sloan-Kettering Cancer 
Center, we cannot collect enough data to de
tect broad trends in the disease. But in Swe
den, which operates an excellent cancer data 
base, orthopedists recently discovered that 
the mean age of people afflicted with bone 
cancer- generally considered a disease of 

growing bones-has gradually been increas
ing. Perhaps, then, we should be watching 
for a second variety of osteogenic sarcoma, 
caused by different genetic mechanisms than 
in the younger person's form of the disease. 
If we could track the cancer's path through 
the entire U.S. population, who knows what 
we might learn? 

I would also be useful to track the rare 
side effects people experience from cancer 
therapies. Some reactions, such as the minor 
brain damage that can develop in leukemia 
patients who have received whole brain radi
ation, occur many years after the patient is 
treated. So unless all cancer victims are fol
lowed for their entire lives, we cannot study 
these debilitating side effects and develop al-
ternative therapies. ' 

Why does the United States lag behind 
many other Western nations in gathering 
cancer data that could save thousands of 
lives and billions of dollars? Perhaps policy 
makers have always assumed that money is 
best spent on research and patient care. 
Record-keeping pays off only well into the 
future, after data have been collected long 
enough to reveal trends. Thus we tend to 
gamble it won' t be necessary. 

Treating an advanced case of breast can
cer, for example, may cost $60,000 more than 
treating a case detected early. Good reg
istries could save these costs by pinpointing 
areas where women are not getting mammo
grams or performing self-examinations. 

Al though not as glamorous, cancer tabula
tion can be more important in the fight 
against cancer than performing an intricate 
operation or an elegant experiment. A net
work of cancer registries can be our most po
tent new weapon against the disease. 

The Cancer Registries Amendment Act of 
1992 could solve this problem by enabling 
each state to have a registry operating under 
uniform standards. Cost to federal taxpayers 
would run about $30 million. 

The Cancer Registries Act- and funding to 
support it-is needed now. Please write your 
Senators and your Representative to urge 
creation of uniform registries. 

People do not naturally rally round a 
cause like cancer recordkeeping because no 
one can point to victims who will suffer 
without it. Rather, it is our larger under
standing of cancer that suffers. And thus, we 
are all victims. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Madam Speaker, I have 
heard this called a pro-life bill. Whose 
life? The one life always overlooked is 
that of the unborn. That life does not 
seem to count. 

Nobody opposes fetal research, and to 
list all the diseases that are subject to 
research is interesting and instructive, 
but it does not advance this debate. 

The question is, do we need to use 
fetal tissue from induced-that is in
tentional abortions-to conduct our 
fetal research? 

Well, the President has created a 
fetal tissue bank and registry. 

Now, I have heard from very well
meaning people quotations that deni
grate the existence of that fetal bank 
and registry. 

May I simply say that I guess as in 
any controverted issue, you pay your 
money and you take your choice. There 
are experts on both sides, but I think 

you ought to know there are some 
pretty good people who think the fetal 
tissue bank ought to be given a chance 
to work. For example, Bernadine 
Healy, M.D., the Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health says this: 

In terms of the Fetal Tissue Bank I can 
state unequivocally as a physician and sci
entist that this approach is feasible and 
should be given a chance to prove its effi
cacy. I believe such a Bank with an estab
lished and NIH funded tissue procurement ef
fort will provide a means to continue the 
transplantation research effort. 

Now, here are some doctors from the 
UCLA School of Medicine: 

Your Executive Order to the President 
would allow fetal tissue transplantation re
search to proceed without engaging in the 
abortion debate. 

Substantial evidence exists that sponta
neous abortions are an acceptable source of 
fetal tissue for transplantation because the 
tissue will be cryo-preserved and bank safe
guards can be established to screen for infec
tion, which is necessary regardless of the 
source of the tissue. 

And on and on and on. 
D 1140 

Distinguished doctors, teachers in 
medical schools, and professors and 
writers; so please do not say it will not 
work, do not say it is a nonstarter. 
Give it a chance. 

You know, if you think abortion is a 
good thing, then you ought to support 
this bill. But if you think abortion is a 
bad thing, that it is taking an inno
cent, inconvenient life for whatever 
reason, then you should think twice 
about harvesting babies, taking invol
untarily their organs for research. 

Now, the reason this bill is offered 
today is to reverse the historical 
abuses by science of fetal research. 

What would you think of an experi
ment such as severing the heads from 
recently aborted, but still living, late
term children and keeping their brains 
alive in aquariums? Does that sound 
Frankensteinish, ghoulish, and grisly? 
Well, it is documented; it was done. 

Madam Speaker, the American Asso
ciation of Obstetricians and Gyne
cologists, which once gave its founda
tion prize to an experiment in which 
eight living, aborted children, one as 
old as 6112 months, were hooked up to 
an artificial placenta in tanks of salt
water and eventually allowed to suf
focate while under observation. 

Now, those are the kinds of things 
that brought about the moratorium on 
induced abortions for fetal research. 
And if you want to go back to those 
things, if you think scientists are not 
above that, then you go ahead and do 
it. 

Look, we can have the research; at 
the same time we can respect the value 
and the dignity of our children waiting 
to be born, by not treating them as 
things to be harvested and cannibalized 
for their parts. 

When you donate an organ, you do it 
knowingly. When you are fetally re-
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searched, you have no voice in what is 
going on. No one with a conscience 
should lend support for such an abusive 
process. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). The Chair will remind visi
tors in the gallery that displays of 
emotion are not acceptable under the 
House rules. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 
for purposes of debate, I yield 21/2 min
utes to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. ROWLAND]. 

Mr. ROWLAND. Madam Speaker, I 
want to speak to the practicality of the 
proposed bank using spontaneous abor
tion products of conception and ectopic 
pregnancies for that purpose. I do not 
know who thought up this idea, but I 
can tell you as a person who practiced 
medicine for over 30 years and who at
tended many patients with abortion 
and ectopic pregnancies, it is not prac
tical. It simply will not work. 

Up to 60 percent of spontaneous abor
tions come about because of chromo
somal abnormalities. It is the natural 
rejection of that pregnancy by the 
body because it is abnormally formed. 

The tissue is not viable in these in
stances. The fetus may even be absent. 
The fetus may be infected. It is simply 
not usable under those circumstances. 

There would not be the kind of tissue 
available that is needed for this type of 
research. 

With reference to ectopic pregnancy, 
the person is bleeding internally. All 
efforts are made to stop that bleeding. 
It usually takes place in the first 4 
weeks of pregnancy. No attempt can be 
made to try to extract the small 
amount of tissue for future use . All at
tempts have to be applied to trying to 
save the life of that individual who is 
bleeding to death. 

So, it is not practical to try to have 
a tissue bank using the products of 
conception from spontaneous abortions 
or from ectopic pregnancies. I can tell 
you from experience it just will not 
work. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. CHRIS 
SMITH. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, earlier in today's debate , the 
gentlelady from Maryland [Mrs. 
MORELLA] suggested that there 
wouldn't be enough fetal brains, livers, 
and other organs available for research 
if the Bush moratorium on using baby 
parts obtained from induced abortion 
remained in place. 

Madam Speaker, that assertion sim
ply doesn't stand up to serious scru
tiny. 

Dr. Bernadine Healy stated in a let
ter that "unequivocally as a physician 
and a scientist" the President's tissue 
bank is "highly feasible." 

In a letter dated May 27, Dr. Healy 
wrote: 

NIH has been charged through the Presi
dent's executive order with the establish
ment of a fetal tissue bank. An aggressive 
approach to identifying and collecting fetal 
tissue from ectopic and spontaneous mis
carriages has never been tried. NIH sci
entists have vast experience with 
cryopreservation (freezing) of a wide variety 
of human adult and fetal tissues with the 
subsequent use of that tissue in a viable and 
functional state. Methods of culture and ex
pansion of human cells and tissues are con
stantly improving and this combined with 
now standard cryopreservation make an ef
fective fetal tissue bank highly feasible. NIH 
is committed to establishing the bank and 
will name a team of scientists to closely 
monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the 
bank. 

Although fetal tissue transplantation is 
but one of many research options for pa
tients suffering with Parkinson's disease and 
diabetes, it should be pursued. We should 
give the bank a chance to succeed and per
haps usher in a new collaborative spirit 
among all of those who would like to see this 
research move forward. 

Sincerely yours, 
BERNADINE HEALY, M .D., 

Director. 

According to Dr. Louis Sullivan, Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, 
"the tissue that would be available 
from a bank of this sort can meet the 
current estimated research needs." 

Dr. Sullivan wrote on May 19, that 
the "total number of transplants over 
the last 30 years is around 60, while 
suitable tissue from ectopic preg
nancies and spontaneous abortions is 
estimated at 2,000 per year." 

Moreover, the Secretary pointed out, 
· this is "a conservative estimate based 

on a total of 750,000 spontaneous abor
tions and 100,000 ectopic pregnancies" 
per year. 

Thus, Madam Speaker, the medical 
efficacy of transplantation of fetal 
cells can and will be ethically explored. 

My good friend from Illinois, Mr. 
PORTER, suggested that somehow asso
ciating the abortion issue with this 
conference report is "extreme." 

But, I say to my colleague, that is 
exactly what this debate is all about. 

No one in this House is arguing 
against fetal tissue research providing 
the brains and other organs and tissue 
are obtained in an absolutely ethical 
manner. 

President Bush deserves high praise 
for his moral courage in insisting that 
medical research be done in a way that 
is least likely to encourage more abor
tions or in any way put unborn chil
dren at risk. In establishing the tissue 
bank, he is acting on the advice of the 
top health officials in our Nation-Dr. 
Sullivan, Dr. Healy, Assistant Sec
retary for Health Dr. James Mason-as 
well as the expertise of numerous re
searchers and professors in medicine. 

Before the President issued his Exec
utive order, Dr. R.C. Cefalo-a member 
of the 1988 NIH panel who voted to rec
ommend lifting the moratorium-and 
Dr. Watson Bowes of the University of 
North Carolina School of Medicine 

wrote to the President encouraging 
him to create by Executive order "a 
human tissue registry, fetal tissue 
bank and fetal cell lines using tissue 
obtained from spontaneous abortions 
and ectopic pregnancies." 

Many highly respected researchers 
from the University of Southern Cali
fornia, UCLA, Georgetown, University 
of Tennessee, University of Cincinnati, 
and Case Western have also written to 
the President in support of the pro
posed tissue bank and have endorsed 
its scientific efficacy. The consensus of 
these researchers is that medical re
search should avoid unnecessary con
troversy and that using tissue from in
tentionally aborted babies is not nec
essary to meet research needs given 
the viable, nondiseased tissue from 
spontaneous abortions and ectopic 
pregnancies. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHEUER] made various references to 
the alleged role fetal tissue played in 
developing the polio vaccine. It should 
be noted for the RECORD that fetal tis
sue was never essential to growing the 
polio virus and thus, to the develop
ment of the polio vaccine. Dr. Peter 
Mccullagh, senior fellow in devel
opmental physiology at the John 
Curtin School of Medical Research at 
the Australian National University has 
stated: 

[F]ollowing the 1949 reports of growth of . 
polio virus in a range of tissues, sources of 
tissues other than the fetus were identified 
as optimal for the purposes. 

Thus, the crucial discovery which had 
made the "breakthrough" of polio virus 
growth in non-nervous tissues possible in 
1949 was not the use of fetal tissues. As rec
ognized by the original researchers, and de
scribed in the Journal of Immunology in 
1952, the "breakthrough" was a critical 
modification of cell culture technique." 

The technology of production of cell lines 
rests on the potential of a single cell, appro
priately cultivated, to undergo multiplica
tion and produce enormous supplies of 
cells. * * * [T]he entirety of world produc
tion of polio vaccine between 1968 and the 
late 1970s appears to have been achieved with 
the progeny of one fetal cell line. 

[F]etal tissue did not fill the essential role 
often assigned to it in polio vaccine develop
ment. Attempts to assert the polio vaccine 
could not have been developed if fetal tissue 
had not been used represent selective amne
sia. Fetal tissue represented one of several 
alternatives for growth of polio virus. 

Madam Speaker, the practice of har
vesting baby parts from intentionally 
aborted children is unconscionable, but 
the situation will be worse if the House 
votes to subsidize with Federal funds 
this unethical experimentation when 
other, ethical, and promising avenues 
of research are being explored. 

D 1150 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman from New 
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER] for yielding this 
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time to me, and I must say it pains me 
to come to this floor to have to, one 
more time, plead that we refocus what 
this issue is about. It is about women's 
health and the fact that this country 
has never taken that issue seriously. 

Madam Speaker, time after time I 
have come to this Congress with people 
as distinguished as Betty Ford, as dis
tinguished as Mrs. Rockefeller, and 
many, many others, talking about how 
the medical community and the tax 
dollars that they send into this Federal 
Government never seem to be spent on 
their health needs. They always got 
pats on the head and, "How nice you 
are here," but there is always some 
reason this body cannot vote to do it 
this year, at this time. 

This is an absolutely critical wom
en's health bill. It deals with all the re
search on diseases that both men and 
women have, heart disease and all sorts 
of things like that, and women have 
been left out of, and, therefore, it is 
very important that we do that, and 
make sure that women are included in 
those trials, and that never again do 
they exclude them. 

As I have said, when women have 
those kinds of diseases, they may as 
well go to a veterinarian because we do 
not have the research to know how to 
treat women when they get those, and 
then there is the whole area of things 
that basically only women get that 
they have also not focused on. They are 
always going to get to it another year 
and another time. 

Madam Speaker, this bill straightens 
that out. 

Now what do we hear this year? We 
hear, first of all, that it breaks the 
budget. 

Madam Speaker, it does not break 
the budget. It is under the cap, and this 
is an authorization bill, so do not let 
anybody say that. It does not do that. 
Do not use that excuse. 

We also hear that this is unneces
sary, that suddenly, after 200 years, 
NIH has a new vision, and they are 
going to do this. 

Madam Speaker, they are going to do 
this only because this bill is coming at 
them at 100 miles an hour, and they do 
not have any choice. 

And I also say, if they are going to do 
this, why are they so upset then if we 
pass a bill saying we must do this? 
That makes me a little suspicious if 
they say, "This is unnecessary because 
we will do it anyway.'' 

Believe me, those of us who have 
been around here for a long time have 
heard that promise from NIH before, 
and they did not keep their word be
fore. They may intend to, but some
thing always happened. 

And now we are also hearing from 
people, "Oh, it's the fetal issue area 
that is keeping us from voting for 
this." 

Let me say this entire list of medical 
groups in America has said that the 

fetal tissue bank that the President is 
proposing will not work. Such distin
guished Members of the other body as 
STROM THURMOND, who is certainly not 
pro-choice, has said, "The fetal tissue 
will not work, the bank that the Presi
dent is proposing," and the prior 
Reagan Secretary of Heal th and 
Human Services, Dr. Bowen., has come 
forward and said, "The President's 
fetal tissue bank will not work." 

Madam Speaker, we could have used 
that at any time during the last 12 
years. We did not because, unfortu
nately, miscarried tissues often have 
genetic problems and infection prob
lems, and they cannot work for that 
kind of research. 

So, the only ones who are saying it 
will work are those who have a politi
cal hatchet over their head, and, if 
they do not want to say that it will not 
work, then, let me tell my colleagues, 
they are out of a job. 

I tend to believe the ones who are 
anti-choice, but worked for Reagan, 
but now do not have a political hatchet 
over their head. I tend to believe all 
the rest of the medical community out
lined on this page. I tend to believe dis
tinguished Members, such as STROM 
THURMOND, who no one can accuse of 
being soft on ethics or anything else 
when he stood up in the other body and 
said, "No, we must move forward on 
this." 

My colleagues, please let us send this 
out with a resounding vote. Let us 
move forward on the very important is
sues of women's health that have been 
ignored for 200 years, and let us not 
hear any more excuses. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 41h minutes to the distinguished 
chief deputy minority whip, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] for yielding this time to 
me. 

Madam Speaker, there is another 
minor little matter that the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER] did not talk about that does dis
turb a few of us, and that is the issue 
of the amount of spending which is in 
this bill. We have heard the issue 
framed here today as an issue of 
heal th, and in some cases it has been 
called an issue of women's health. We 
have talked about the fetal tissue 
issue. Those are important and related 
issues to this bill. There is absolutely 
no doubt about it, but they are not the 
only issues. 

Madam Speaker, the issue for many 
in this body, at least, ought to be about 
spending, the nonhealth and the 
nonfetal tissue spending, which is in 
this bill. This bill is $3.1 billion over 
the President's budget. It left the 
House S450 million over. Many of us 
thought that was outrageous. It is now 
$3.1 billion over. At a time when we are 

just about to vote on a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution the 
question becomes: How often do we lis
ten to people who continue to come to 
the floor and suggest to us that there 
are billions, and billions, and billions, 
and billions, and billions, and billions 
and billions more for us to continue to 
pour into programs and somehow not 
have it impact on the Federal deficit? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 
I think, if the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] looks, he will 
see this is an authorization bill, and I 
think he will find it is under the caps 
that came out for the House budget 
and the only thing that stands out are 
the line items that we put ·in for breast 
cancer, cervical cancer, and ovarian 
cancer. 

Mr. WALKER. Madam Speaker, I am 
just about to inform the gentlewoman 
from Colorado that there is something 
a little bit different being authorized 
in the bill that goes well beyond some 
of the issues she has raised, and let me 
just give her a couple of examples be
cause it adds up to about S200 billion in 
the bill which does not relate to any of 
those line i terns. 

For example, how about $342 million 
for a brand new campus for the NIH 
that was put in there? It is pure pork 
barrel. It was put in there and sin
gularly given to the State of Maryland 
by who else? The Senator from Mary
land decided to get a little bit in the 
bill, $342 million worth. That is the es
timate of NIH for the upgrade of infra
structure and land acquisition. 

Now there is another little problem 
in here, and that is that there is a Sl.6 
billion project in here. That happens to 
be for the Warren Magnuson Clinical 
Center. This is not my estimate. This 
comes from the Army Corps of Engi
neers. They took a look at this thing 
and figured out we got Sl.6 billion in 
money that is in the bill for this War
ren Magnuson Clinical Center. That is 
just about S2 of the S3 billion I am talk
ing about that are in there for two 
projects. 

Madam Speaker, I would suggest to 
the gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER] that none of those have 
anything to do with breast cancer re
search. None of them have anything to 
do with the line items she is talking 
about. It is $2 billion of money that 
may be very worthwhile and may do all 
kinds of good things, but the fact is 
they are not related to the items she is 
talking about. That is my point here. 

Madam Speaker, we heard a series of 
speeches, including the speech of the 
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER] about all the good things 
that are in this bill. I have do doubt 
there are many good things in this bill. 
There are a lot of us that would like to 
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vote for a bill that is fiscally respon
sible and does all those good things. 

It is an authorization bill, but au
thorization bills do have consequences. 
In all honesty, I am a little tired of 
people like the gentlewoman from Col
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] coming to the 
floor and suggesting that authorization 
bills do not have consequences on 
spending. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Of course they do. 
When the money is way over, the fact 
is that that money becomes an appro
priations level then which is not pos
sible to do, and the appropriators are 
expected to try to come up and to try 
to hit those levels, and the gentleman 
from Kentucky, when he brings his 
HHS bill to the floor, will be under tre
mendous pressure to come up and meet 
what we have done in this authoriza
tion bill. 

The fact is that we ought not do a 
couple of these things at a time when 
we have tight fiscal constraints. We 
cannot at the present time, in my opin
ion, justify doing $3.1 billion over what 
the President has suggested as a level , 
particularly when I can find on just 
two projects $2 billion of that $3.1 bil
lion-$2 billion into two projects, one 
of them in Maryland and one of them 
in the Warren Magnuson Clinical Cen
ter. 

Madam Speaker, that is too much 
money. We cannot afford it at the 
present time. That has nothing to do 
with health issues; that has nothing to 
do with fetal tissue. It has to do with 
spending what we can afford. 

0 1200 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Speaker, 
I rise in strong support of this legisla
tion. 

This is not a bill of special interests 
and pork. This is a bill that is going to 
benefit women's health, children's 
health, and the health of the elderly. 
What it does is it redresses the imbal
ance in research on women's heal th is
sues such as osteoporosis, such as 
breast cancer research, and such as 
ovarian cancer and prostate cancer re
search. 

If we reject this bill, these are the 
consequences: Would we slow breast 
cancer research when 1 of every 9 
American women will have breast can
cer over her life and when over 40,000 
American women will die this year of 
the disease? 

Would we eliminate the prostate can
cer research provisions when prostate 
cancer is the leading cause of cancer in 
men and the second leading cause of 
cancer deaths in men? 

Would we slow heart disease research 
when it is still the No. 1 cause of 
death? 

Would we slow research on aging 
when the elderly are the fastest grow
ing portion of the American popu
lation? 

Madam Speaker, the fetal research 
position is not a pro-life or a pro-choice 
position. I think that has been estab
lished. I have a quote here: "Support 
for fetal tissue research is the true pro
lif e position." That is from Senator 
ROBERT DOLE, minority leader of the 
Senate. We have pro-choice and pro-life 
individuals supporting this legislation. 

There are a number of safeguards in 
this legislation. There is a prohibition 
on the sale of human fetal tissue. 
There is a prohibition against directed 
donation of fetal tissue for a specific 
individual. There is a prohibition 
against payment for abortion. 

Madam Speaker, we are starting to 
play politics with this issue. Fetal tis
sue research can save lives. It can help 
us in the fight against diabetes. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 
I want to thank the gentleman from 
New Mexico for his very kind state
ment and for yielding. 

The gentleman who spoke previously 
would not yield further, and I just want 
to point out that what I wanted to say 
was that what this is about is renovat
ing the labs that are there to do the re
search the gentleman in the well is 
talking about, and the sums were those 
that were necessary to renovate, not to 
move, but we know in science that we 
must upgrade to be able to do those 
kinds of things. 

Madam Speaker, I think the gen
tleman is making an excellent state
ment, that to do those things in the 
modern world we have to keep current. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman for her con
tribution. She has said it. This spend
ing is under the cap, and the American 
people want us to spend money in 
human investment and on health care, 
on the aging, on women's research, and 
on prostate cancer. 

This fetal tissue bank issue is poli
tics. It really is not something that 
this body should consider as a true pro
choice or pro-life position. 

Madam Speaker, let us support this 
legislation. It is important. It needs to 
move ahead, and it deserves our sup
port. 

Madam Speaker, as the cochair of the con
gressional biomedical research caucus and a 
member of the Energy and Commerce Com
mittee which has jurisdiction over this legisla
tion, I rise in strong support of the conference 
report on H.R. 2507, the National Institutes of 
Health Reauthorization Act. 

Despi~e the fact that women represent over 
half of our population, astonishingly little re
search has been done on women's health is
sues. I support the NIH conference report be
cause it establishes an Office of Research on 

Women's Health and contains vitally important 
language ensuring that women and minorities 
will be included in all NIH supported research. 

The report also contains important language 
authorizing an additional $40 million in re
search on osteoporosis that I and my col
leagues OLYMPIA SNOWE and MARCY KAPTUR 
worked to include. This debilitating disease af
fects an estimated 27 million Americans of all 
ages and is responsible for 1 .3 million bone 
fractures annually. While the medical costs of 
osteoporosis are an estimated $27 million per 
day, scientists are convinced we can bring 
osteoporosis under control with an expanded 
research program. 

There has also been a great deal of discus
sion about the bill's fetal tissue research provi
sions. I understand the concerns that have 
been raised but I am convinced that women 
do not take the issue of abortion lightly nor do 
I believe women would seek to gain financially 
or otherwise from an abortion. More impor
tantly, I am convinced the provisions of the 
conference report provide strong safeguards 
against the abuse of fetal tissue research. 

The conference report codifies the proce
dural safeguards and ethical guidelines rec
ommended by the Reagan appointed Human 
Fetal Tissue Transplantation Review Panel 
and adds additional prohibitions and require
ments. These include: 

A prohibition on the sale of human fetal tis
sue; 

A prohibition against directed donation of 
fetal tissue for a specific individual; 

A prohibition against payment for abortions; 
A requirement that there be written informed 

consent from the woman donating the tissue; 
In the case of induced abortion, a require

ment that the attending physician provide a 
written statement that the woman gave con
sent for the abortion prior to giving consent for 
tissue donation; 

In the case of an induced abortion, a re
quirement that the attending physician provide 
a written statement that no alteration in the 
timing, method, or procedures used to termi
nate the pregnancy were made solely for the 
purpose of obtaining the tissue; 

A requirement that the researcher provide a 
written statement that disclosure has been 
made to any researchers involved and to po
tential recipients; 

A requirement that the researcher provide a 
written statement that he or she has had no 
part in any decision on timing, method, or pro
cedures used to terminate a pregnancy; 

A prohibition against the transplantation of 
tissue into a relative of the donating individual; 
and finally, 

The report contains strict civil and criminal 
penalties for any violation of these prohibitions 
or requirements. 

The President knows his proposed com
promise to establish a fetal tissue research 
bank using only fetuses lost from miscarriages 
or ectopic pregnancies won't work. The Presi
dent's campaign has even acknowledged that 
there are no substantive reasons for the White 
House to oppose this legislation. 

In closing, this is what we know: Fetal tis
sues research can save lives, it can help us 
in the fight against diabetes, Parkinson's, Alz
heimer's, and Huntington's diseases, among 
others. The President is playing politics and it 
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is time to stop. I urge my colleagues to sup
port this very important legislation. 

[From the Albuquerque Journal, May 24, 
1992) 

REJECT BUSH'S CYNICAL SOP TO FETAL TISSUE 
RESEARCH 

(By Charles Krauthammer) 
WASHINGTON.-Once more around the 

block. In 1988, the Reagan administration 
imposed a ban on federally funded transplan
tation research that uses fetal tissue taken 
from abortions. The ban effectively killed 
U.S. research on fetal tissue transplants, re
search that may be crucial to the under
standing and treatment of Parkinson's, dia
betes, and other intractable and debilitating 
diseases. Because fetal tissue is almost magi
cally adaptable and regenerative, there has 
been pressure from both scientists and citi
zens' groups (the "disease lobbies") to lift 
the ban. 

Congress is now poised to do exactly that. 
With several anti-abortion senators coming 
out strongly in favor of fetal research, there 
might be enough votes to override a presi
dential veto. Accordingly, President Bush 
has tried to defuse the issue and win swing 
votes with an executive order creating a 
"Fetal Tissue Bank" to meet research needs 
with tissue taken only from spontaneous 
abortions and ectopic pregnancies. 

Problem is, however, that it will not meet 
the need. Spontaneous abortions occur, gen
erally speaking, when the fetus is non-viable, 
often due to chromosomal damage or infec
tion. Only 1 percent of spontaneous abor
tions produce tissue suitable for transplan
tation research. And nearly 9 out 10 of that 
1 percent occur outside a medical setting, 
making the tissue unrecoverable for sci
entific purposes. 

It makes no sense to try to support trans
plant research using only spontaneous abor
tions and ectopic pregnancies. It will cost a 
fortune and it won't work. Meanwhile mil
lions of abortions are being performed le
gally in medical settings throughout the 
country and the tissue ends up simply being 
discarded. 

The Fetal Tissue Bank is a transparent de
vice to try to appease the scientific commu
nity while remaining on the right side of the 
more fundamentalist pro-lifers. In order to 
appear adamantly anti-abortion to a con
stituency that rightly questions his fealty, 
President Bush finds it necessary to make a 
show of steadfastness on this most tangen
tial proxy issue. 

The Bush position is more than .politically 
cynical. It is intellectually flimsy. When the 
Bush administration reaffirmed the Reagan 
ban in 1989 it did so on the stated grounds 
that allowing the use of aborted fetal tissue 
encourages abortion. Can you think of one 
person who would be influenced to have an 
abortion because .of the research value of the 
tissue? Well, you might say, what about a 
poor woman? Or a woman whose father need
ed a fetal tissue transplant for Parkinson's? 

These are the only conceivable ways in 
which fetal research might be an inducement 
to abortion. Accordingly, proponents of fetal 
research, from the 1988 National Institutes of 
Health panel that voted to overturn the 
Reagan ban to the congressmen trying today 
to do the same, insist on three ironclad safe
guards that break any connection between 
fetal research and the abortion decision. 

First maintain and enforce the legal prohi
bition against the sale of fetuses or parts of 
fetuses. Second, prohibit any woman from 
designating the recipient of her fetal tissue. 
This prevents a family member from volun-

tarily conceiving and aborting in order to 
provide fetal tissue for the experimental 
treatment of a loved one. And third, prohibit 
raising the issue of using aborted tissue for 
research until after the decision to abort has 
already been made. 

The federal government has every right to 
try to do what it can to discourage abortion, 
but wrecking fetal transplantation research 
is a particularly useless and particularly de
structive way to go about it. 

One legitimate avenue of discouragement 
is, for example the gag rule. It prohibits all 
but doctors from discussing abortion with 
patients in federally financed clinics. A gov
ernment elected on an openly anti-abortion 
platform has no obligation to subsidize abor
tion counseling and referral. (The objection 
that the gag rule might endanger the life of 
the mother is answered adequately by allow
ing the one person uniquely qualified to 
evaluate the danger, namely the doctor, to 
discuss abortion if he or she believes it medi
cally warranted.) 

Counseling and referral have an obvious 
and real connection to a woman's decision to 
abort. Fetal research has only the remotest 
connection, and even that can be broken 
with simple safeguards. If the president feels 
the need to make a stand on abortion, fine . 
It's a free country and an election year. But 
fetal research is the wrong place to make 
that stand. With so much at stake in fetal 
research, it is a shame to make it hostage to 
the politics of abortion. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Speaker, de
spite the characterizations by the 
media and by Members here, this is not 
an issue on fetal tissue research. I want 
to make it clear, however, that I sup
port the changes with the limitations 
and safeguards that are part of this 
legislation. 

This is also not an issue about re
search activities related to women's 
health issues. 

I support those kinds of changes. I 
have been a strong supporter of in
creased attention focused on women's 
health issues such as breast and ovar
ian cancer. 

This is a budgetary issue. This is $3.1 
billion more authorized than the Presi
dent asked for. This is $1 billion more 
than what came out of the House in the 
first place. This is an issue about medi
cal pork. This is an issue about reallo
cating resources at the National Insti
tutes of Health. That is what it is 
about. 

This is also about this syndrome of 
the disease of the month or the disease 
of the week. There simply must be a 
limitation on the amount of funds we 
are authorizing. The American people 
want research, but they want it to be 
done in a fiscally responsible fashion. 

Madam Speaker, the conference re
port authorizes over $1 billion more 
than was included in the House-passed 
b.ill. This measure also includes $3.1 bil
lion more than was requested by the 
administration for the National Insti
tutes of Health programs reauthorized 
by this bill. 

In Congress, this Member has been a 
strong supporter of increased attention 

focused on women's health issues, such 
as breast and ovarian cancer research. 
However, because of fiscal constraints, 
this Member believes that deserved in
creases for funding for these important 
programs must come at the expense of 
other NIH budgetary elements. Con
gress must not continue this borrow
and-spend mentality. 

One of the most controversial sec
tions of this measure would overturn a 
4-year moratorium of federally funded 
fetal tissue transplant research from 
induced abortions. As amended, H.R. 
2507 now imposes a variety of restric
tions intended to ensure that a woman 
does not have an abortion in order to 
supply fetal tissue. Under the measure, 
a woman donating fetal tissue must 
complete a written consent form stat
ing that the woman donates the fetal 
tissue for research purposes, the dona
tion must be made without any restric
tions as to the recipient of the trans
plant, and the woman must not be in
formed of the identity of the recipient. 
These are important provisions which I 
support. 

If there were the opportunity for a 
straightforward vote on fetal tissue re
search, this Member would vote to 
allow fetal tissue transplant . research 
from induced abortions. The safeguards 
surrounding the use of fetal tissue for 
research purposes included in this leg
islation should ensure that abortions 
will not be encouraged for the purpose 
of providing fetal tissue for research. 

Nevertheless, I must oppose the legis
lation because of the large increase in 
funding for NIH-for larger than cur
rent levels and far larger than the ad
ministration's proposed increase. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
the rule but in opposition to the con
ference report. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentlewoman 
from California [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York for yielding time to me, and I rise 
in support of the rule. · 

Madam Speaker, new advances in re
search involving the transplantation of 
fetal tissue hold promise for the treat
ment and cure of many diseases, in
cluding· Alzheimer's disease, Parkin
son's disease, diabetes, and even AIDS. 
However, since 1988, the National Insti- · 
tutes of Health [NIH] have been prohib
ited from doing this promising research 
because of an administration ban on 
the use of fetal tissue in research. 

Today, Congress will take up a con
ference report on legislation reauthor
izing the research functions of the NIH. 
This conference report includes provi
sions overturning the current prohibi
tion on fetal tissue transplantation re
search. I strongly urge my colleagues 
to support this report. 

This legislation contains specific 
safeguards recommended by President 
Reagan's panel that would prohibit di-
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rected donations and sale· of fetal tis
sue. The decision to have an abortion 
must be made separately from the deci
sion to donate tissue. Thus, allowing 
this research will not increase the 
number of abortions. 

Lifting the prohibition on fetal tissue 
transplantation research will bring 
hope to millions of Americans who suf
fer from a variety of diseases and dis
abilities. Let today be a victory for 
hope. 

Madam Speaker, I support the rule 
and the conference report. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of our time on 
this side of the aisle. 

Madam Speaker, let me just say this 
to my colleagues: From those who sup
port the conference report that this 
rule makes in order, we have heard a 
lot of very legitimate and very sincere 
appeals to spend more money on re
search concerning women's breast can
cer, men's prostate cancer, Parkinson's 
disease, arthritis, heart disease, and 
many other very serious and debilitat
ing illnesses. I sympathize with every 
one of them. I lost my mother not too 
many years ago to that dreaded disease 
of cancer, and I have suffered from a 
prostate problem myself for the last 
number of years. So I know firsthand 
what the problems are. 

But there is a whole list, a whole lit
arry of other programs, too, such as 
WIC, which I support very strongly, 
and Head Start, that need additional 
funding. But I say to my colleagues 
that the money is not there. We are op
erating in a sea of red ink that is bank
rupting this Nation and making us a 
debtor Nation. This conference report 
is a perfect example of how we got to 
that point. 

So with all due respect, let me say 
this: I recognize all the sincerity and 
conscientiousness of those who have 
spoken for the conference report, but 
this legislation is an example of what I 
am talking about. We have $3.1 billion 
in unrequested authorizations here, 
and the money is not there. We have 
got to turn the economy around so 
there will be more money to spend on 
these programs. That is why those of 
us who oppose this conference report 
will be voting for the rule to get the 
legislation on the floor. But I ask the 
Members to vote against the con
ference report itself. Let us have a lit
tle fiscal responsibility around here. 
When we restore some fiscal discipline 
and sanity around here, the economy 
will be on the road to recovery and the 
money to pay for worthwhile programs 
will be available. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, if I might just reit
erate one thing I said in my previous 
statement, almost every dollar that we 

spend in heal th research is going to 
save us $10 or $20 in health costs in the 
future. 

Madam Speaker, I yield such time as 
she may consume to our last speaker, 
the gentlewoman from Tennessee [Mrs. 
LLOYD], who will sum up our position. 

Mrs. LLOYD. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for yielding this 
time to me. 

Madam Speaker, I do support this 
conference report, and I urge my col
leagues to do the same. 

This is under the spending caps. It is 
within the Budget Act, and it is within 
the budget resolution for the year. 

A lot has been said about some of 
these diseases that we are hoping we 
can learn new ways of treating, and I 
must tell my colleagues that these are 
not diseases that go by the week or go 
by the month. These are diseases that 
affect every one of us. If not individ
ually, they affect a member of our fam
ily. 

0 1210 
A very important feature of this bill 

includes the language to overturn the 
administration's ban on fetal tissue re
search. The use of fetal tissue is con
sidered critical by the medical research 
community for research to treat incur
able debilitating diseases such as Alz
heimer's, Parkinson's disease, and dia
betes. 

Madam Speaker, I suppose all of us, 
when we get here on such critical legis
lation, always have one or two of their 
constituents that come to mind. That 
is no less true for me today. 

Charles and Margaret Hokett go to 
church where I do, and, Madam Speak
er, they used to be there every time the 
doors were open, Sunday morning, Sun
day night. But Charles and Margaret 
are not there any more, because 
Charles has Parkinson's disease, and 
his wife Margaret asked me to vote to 
overturn the administration's ban on 
fetal tissue research. She and her hus
band are hoping that they can find a 
cure for his dreaded illness. 

So to Charles and Margaret and the 
thousands like them across this coun
try, we say, this one is for you, and I 
urge my colleagues to vote to support 
this legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in strong sup
port of H.R. 2507, the conference report on 
National Institutes of Health Revitalization 
Amendments Act, and urge my colleagues to 
pass this critical legislation. 

As a nation, we witness many miraculous 
and exciting programs funded by our Govern
ment. A few weeks ago we watched with great 
anticipation and wonder as our astronauts per
formed the longest space walk in history while 
tending to a multiton satellite in need of repair. 

We also read about important medical 
breakthroughs which unlock the mystery of 
disease and give hope to afflicted patients and 
their families. These advances do not occur 
overnight. They are the result of years of add
ing to our existing building blocks of knowl-

edge. With science we never know which ex
periment or research project will unlock the 
door to knowledge or a cure. We do know that 
unfunded research efforts and a lack of com
mitment get us nowhere. 

Breast cancer is case in point. Breast can
cer rates have increased for the past 20 
years. More than 46,000 women will die this 
year and we still know very little about its 
cause or cure. 

We as a nation pay for the medical ad
vances that benefit us. We determine what is 
important to us. Ultimately, all taxpayers can 
take credit for the exciting advances that can 
provide answers to our questions and give 
hope to those diagnosed with disease. This 
bill before us today continues that commitment 
to eradicating the diseases that plague our 
Nation. 

Last June, I joined with my colleagues on 
the congressional caucus for women's issues 
to challenge our medical research community 
to find the causes and cure for breast cancer 
research by the year 2000. Dr. Sam Broder, 
Director of the National Cancer Institute, ac
cepted our challenge provided the Institute be 
given the resources to succeed. H.R. 2507 
contains the fuel to keep those NCI research 
fires burning in order to rid breast cancer from 
the lives of women through an increased em
phasis on basic and clinical research, through 
the development of innovative programs to at
tract talented scientists, and through improved 
education and outreach efforts. 

The conference report also contains a num
ber of key provisions to move us closer toward 
understanding, treating, and ultimately curing 
other diseases that cause so much needless 
suffering and loss of human life, such as 
osteoporosis, prostate cancer, ovarian and re
productive cancers, and multiple sclerosis. 

This bill also includes language to overturn 
the administration's ban on fetal tissue re
search. The use of this tissue is considered 
critical by our medical research community for 
research to treat incurable, debilitating dis
eases such as Alzheimer's, Parkinson's dis
ease, and diabetes. Important legal safe
guards to prevent potential abuses of the use 
of fetal tissue are included in the bill, such as 
a prohibition on the sale of fetal tissue, an in
formed consent requirement from women do
nating the tissue, and increased penalties for 
violations of these provisions. As a matter of 
fact, Margaret Hokett, a member of my 
church, recently appealed to me to support the 
fetal tissue provisions of this bill to aid her 
husband, Charles, currently suffering from 
Parkinson's disease. 

I am pleased to note that the conference re
port includes legislation which I recently intro
duced with my colleagues, Representative 
WYDEN and Representative DOWNEY, and 
Senators ADAMS and BINGAMAN, which will 
provide for two studies to address the serious 
problem of malnutrition and the elderly. Not 
only does malnutrition affect the health and 
quality of life of older Americans, it also is a 
cause of often preventable institutionalization. 
The first study will address the cost-effective
ness and efficacy of nutrition screening among 
our older population. 

The second study will take a look at the 
causes of malnutrition among the institutional
ized elderly as well as individuals living inde
pendently within the community. 
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Improving the Nation's research commit

ment is fundamental to improving the health 
care received in this country. Let's pass H.R. 
2507. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

UNSOELD). The question is on the reso
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 308, nays 
100, not voting 26, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
BU bray 
B111rakis 
Blackwell 
Bl1ley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boni or 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Camp 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman <MO) 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 

[Roll No. 146] 
YEAS-308 

De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (IL) 

Hayes <LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson <SD) 
Johnston 
Jones <GA) 
Jones <NC> 
Jontz 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
La Falce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
La Rocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL> 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis(CA) 
Lewis(GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Machtley 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 

Mccloskey 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDennott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC> 
McMillenCMD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller <WA> 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moa.kley 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Obersta.r 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 

Allard 
Allen 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Armey 
Ballenger 
Barton 
Borski 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Clinger 
Coble 
Costello 
Crane 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dornan <CA) 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Fields 
Franks (CT> 
Gaydos 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hefley 
Herger 
Holloway 

Alexander 
Anthony 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Co111ns (IL) 
Co111ns (MI) 
Dannemeyer 

Payne<VA> 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson <FL> 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roe 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Santorum 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 

NAYS-100 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kolter 
Leach 
Lewis(FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lowery (CA) 
Luken 
McColl um 
McDade 
M1ller(OH} 
Mollohan 
Murtha 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Orton 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (MN) 
Poshard 
Qu1llen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ray 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 

Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas <GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Torricell1 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
W1lllams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Smith (OR) 
Sta111ngs 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor CMS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thornton 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zlmrner 

NOT VOTING-26 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dymally 
Hansen 
Hatcher 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Livingston 

Manton 
Michel 
Oakar 
Packard 
Sangmelster 
Torres 
Traxler 
Washington 

D 1230 
Messrs. RHODES, WYLIE, and TAY

LOR of Mississippi changed their vote 
from "yeas" to "nay." 

Messrs. HOBSON, McCANDLESS, 
MARLENEE, DOOLITTLE, and BATE
MAN changed their vote from "nay" to 
"yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, pur

suant to rule XXVIII and House Reso
lution 466, I call up the conference re
port on the bill (H.R. 2507) to amend 
the Public Health Service Act to revise 
and extend the programs of the Na
tional Institutes of Health, and for 
other purposes, and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

UNSOELD). Pursuant to the rule, the 
conference report is considered as hav
ing been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
Monday, May 18, 1992, at page 11597.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes and 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLI
LEY] will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WAXMAN]. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I will be brief, be
cause I know there are many Members 
who wish to speak and there is very lit
tle time. This conference report is 
about many things. It is an important 
piece of legislation. It is about creating 
a new program for breast cancer re
search, the disease that will strike 1 
out of 9 American women and will kill 
40,000 American women this year. It is 
about creating a new program for pros
tate cancer research, the leading cause 
of cancer in men, and the second lead
ing cause of cancer deaths in men. It is 
about extending programs in heart dis
ease research, the No. 1 cause of death 
in America, and it is about research on 
aging, on children's vaccines, on 
osteoporosis, AIDS, on fertility, and on 
ovarian cancer. It is about the health 
of America. 

We hear a lot about health care 
costs. One way to deal with those costs 
is to find out a way to control and pre
vent these diseases through research at 
the NIH. However, the major point of 
debate is the provision regarding fetal 
tissue transplantation. This research is 
promising for treatment of Parkinson's 
disease, Alzheimer's disease, diabetes, 
spinal cord injury, and even genetic 
diseases and birth defects. 

The bill before us would reverse the 
current ban on Federal funding for 
such research. It would implement the 
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safeguards recommended by the 
Reagan-appointed review panel at NIH. 
It would prohibit the sale of fetal tis
sue and would prohibit the donation of 
tissue for any specific person. This is 
not a bill about whether abortion is 
legal or should be legal or not. It is 
about what happens after an abortion, 
whether the tissue from the abortion 
may be used to save another life or 
simply thrown away. 

This bill will not cause more abor
tions. I cannot believe the comments 
that we hear, that women will simply 
go out and have more abortions to sup
port research. I find that an incredible 
statement. It is a theoretical possibil
ity, but for those of us who have heard 
from Rev. Guy Walden, a man whose 
wife had had two children with Hurler's 
syndrome, a genetic disease that 
causes death shortly after birth, we 
know about reality. He has talked 
about the ability of the in utero trans
plant of fetal tissue to save the life of 
his child, a situation in which most 
people would go out and get an abor
tion. If we can correct these problems 
before the child is born, more women 
will, in fact, avoid abortions, and that 
will not be theoretical. 

Women simply do not have abortions 
done to support research. How do we 
know that? In countries where they 
allow fetal tissue transplantation, 
there has been no evidence of women 
going out and getting abortions to sup
port research. The fact of the matter 
is, no increase in abortions has been 
shown to be caused as a result of this 
research. 

There have been people who have lob
bied hard on this bill. Unlike the lobby
ists who have financial interests in the 
legislation, we have had the incredible 
efforts of Anne Udall, the daughter of 
our colleague, Mo Udall, who has told 
us what fetal transplantation would 
mean to her father, who is suffering 
from Parkinson's. 

There is Joan Samuelson, who has 
knocked on doors, a young women who 
has Parkinson's herself, simply making 
a plea on her own behalf and others 
who are suffering from that disease. 
They can be helped. Do not deny them 
the help that this research may bring. 
It can save their lives and many oth
ers. 

I urge my colleagues to overturn the 
ban, to bring hope to those people who 
are suffering from diabetes, spinal cord 
injury, Alzheimer's, and other diseases. 
We need to understand these diseases 
and treat them in a way that can give 
the gift of life. Just as we allow trans
plant of organs, we should allow trans
plants of fetal tissue from a fetus that 
is dead, just as a human being who has 
died donates an organ for transplant 
purposes. 

Madam Speaker, I would now like to 
comment on other provisions of the 
conference report. 

The principal purpose of the legislation is to 
preserve America's preeminence in biomedical 

and behavioral research. Maintaining a strong, 
independent NIH is critical to this objective. 
The success of NIH in medicine and the 
health sciences testifies to the wisdom that 
Congress and the American public have dem
onstrated by their continued support of this 
noble institution. 

The legislation under consideration today 
will further Congress' support for the NIH. It 
provides the national research institutes with 
the necessary authorities to meet the exciting 
challenges ahead in the 1990's. 

Last year, we celebrated the 20th anniver
sary of the National Cancer Act. That act es
tablished the National Cancer Institute and led 
to our Nation's leadership in, and commitment 
to, cancer research. That commitment has 
yielded impressive dividends with significant 
advances in understanding the disease about 
which Americans are most fearful. 

The conference report builds upon the suc
cess of the past 20 years. It proposes major 
funding increases for breast, ovarian, and 
prostate cancer research. The report provides 
for a significant increase in cancer control ac
tivities by requiring that at least 1 0 percent of 
the NCI budget be allocated to control activi
ties, particularly those cancer control activities 
identified in the annual bypass budget. An ex
panded commitment to cancer control will spur 
development of programs to lift the shadow 
these diseases cast upon the lives of thou
sands of patients and their families. 

The conference agreement also provides for 
increased involvement of the Centers for Dis
ease Control in developing prostate cancer 
prevention programs. In carrying out this au
thority, the CDC and State and local health 
department should give priority to those indi
viduals at highest risk of developing prostate 
cancer and those individuals with limited ac
cess to the appropriate preventive health serv
ices. 

Madam Speaker, the conference agreement 
addresses more than cancer research. New 
initiatives are proposed in areas of aging, 
women's health, trauma care, chronic fatigue 
syndrome, toxicological research, and multiple 
sclerosis. The agreement addresses long
standing concerns over the infrastructure of 
our Nation:s research facilities. A new con
struction grant program is authorized to help in 
the replacement of outmoded facilities and to 
increase capacity to accommodate the in
creasingly sophisticated research environment. 
Special provisions have been included to fa
cilitate improvements at the national primate 
research centers. The conference agreement 
also addresses the need for improvements in 
the intramural laboratories and clinical facilities 
on the NIH campus, including the establish
ment of a satellite campus in Maryland. 

The conference agreement also includes 
provisions to address concerns over scientific 
misconduct, conflicts of interest, and retaliation 
against whistleblowers in connection with re
search supported by the NIH. Implementation 
of these requirements will help maintain the 
historically high and deserved level of public 
confidence enjoyed by NIH and the talented 
scientists that it supports. 

Finally, the legislation contains important 
provisions designed to put in place a proce
dure to further important, lifesaving research 
involving the use of fetal tissue. The legislation 

lifts the Bush administration's imposed ban on 
research involving the transplantation of fetal 
tissue. Despite the recommendations of two 
Federal panels that this research is promising 
and should proceed, the administration has 
stubbornly refused to yield to empirical evi
dence and expert opinion. . 

The administration has implicitly told Ameri
cans afflicted with Alzheimer's disease, Par
kinson's disease, and paralysis that the cure 
for their disease is too controversial to study 
and too political to pursue. Twice before, once 
in the House and once in the Senate, over
whelming majorities have passed legislation 
authorizing this important research to go for
ward. A strong showing of support today, for 
the conference report, will reaffirm our Na
tion's commitment to scientific freedom and to 
the pursuit of knowledge that can cure disease 
and ameliorate human suffering. 

Madam Speaker, I urge support for the re
port and reserve the balance of my time. 

D 1240 
Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal

ance of my time. 
Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 

4 minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. GINGRICH] . 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I 
first want to say categorically that 
there should be no discrimination 
against women and minorities with re
spect to inclusion in clinical research 
studies. And this is certainly the ad
ministration's position. To respond to 
past problems, the National Institutes 
of Health in February 1992, issued 80 
pages of detailed guidelines ensuring 
the inclusion of women and minorities 
as subjects in research. 

The conference report goes way too 
far to address a legitimate concern. 
The conference report creates a Fed
eral mandate for a quota system of mi
norities and women as subjects in clini
cal studies at the NIH. This section re
quires that women and members of mi
nority groups be included in all clinical 
research projects. The statute specifi
cally states that the additional, and 
possibly prohibitive costs, of including 
minorities and women in a research 
project cannot be a permissible consid
eration for exclusion of these individ
uals from a study. 

In addition, the statute specifically 
dictates to the highly trained scientific 
researcher the type of methodology 
and statistical analysis he or she 
should use in designing the study. The 
legislation mandates that the Sec
retary ensure that every project is de
signed and carried out in a manner 
that provides for a valid statistical 
analysis of whether the variables being 
tested in the study affect women and 
members of minority groups dif
ferently than other subjects. I am sure 
that our elite biomedical scientists 
will be shocked to learn that Congress 
is now directly interfering with the de
sign and analysis of their complicated 
research projects. 

Now let us take a look at how this 
mandate is going to affect research in 
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the real world. Biostatisticians at the 
National Heart, Lung, and Blood Insti
tute of NIB were asked to look at how 
the quota requirement of this legisla
tion would affect a current study. 

Board No. 1: The first board shows 
the current study of the digitalis inves
tigation group at the National Heart, 
Lung, and Blood Institute [NHLBI]. 
This study is determining whether dig
italis reduces mortality for those suf
fering from heart failure. This trial 
randomly assigns patients with heart 
failure to a treatment group or a pla
cebo group. The sample size is 7,000 
subjects to assure that .statistical dif
ferences between the groups can be de
tected. The cost of the study is $16 mil
lion. 

Board No. 2: Now let us look at the 
study design as it would be trans
formed under the conference report. To 
meet the gender and minority mandate 
of statistically valid samples we now 
have five male ethnic groups and five 
female. These ethnic groups include 
American Indian/Alaskan Native, 
Asians, Blacks, Hispanics, and whites. 
To meet the requirements of the con
ference report, the study would need 
70,000 subjects at a cost of $160 million. 

Board No. 3: Let me repeat that-the 
study would cost $160 million-10 times 
the amount of the current study. And 
could this astronomical cost be consid
ered in redesigning the study more re
alistically? No. Why? Because section 
131 provides that in designing research 
studies the guidelines · "May not pro
vide that the costs of including women 
and minorities in clinical research are 
a permissible consideration." 

This one example demonstrates that 
this provision of the legislation, while 
well-intentioned is totally unrealistic 
in the real world. The bottom line ef
fect of this provision is that biomedical 
research will be stifled-under current 
law 10 studies could be conducted for 
the price of 1 under the conference re
port. Mr. Speaker, this alone is reason 
enough to vote against this conference 
report. 

I would like to quote from a letter I 
received from Secretary Sullivan con
cerning this provision: 

Of critical concern is section 131 of this 
bill, which-while well intentioned-is unac
ceptable and unworkable on scientific 
grounds.* * *such an inflexible requirement 
could in fact jeopardize the initiation of NIH 
clinical trials, including the very trials that 
would provide data relevant to women's 
health. 

Finally, I would like to quote several 
passages from a memo sent to the Di
rector of NIH from Dr. Vivian Pinn, Di
rector, Office of Research on Women's 
Research and Dr. William Harlan, As
sociate Director for Disease Prevention 
and I would like to introduce this into 
the RECORD. Referring to the research 
mandate in the conference report, 
these two research physicians state: 

The following requirement has grave im
plications for clinical research. 

This provision would have a stultifying ef
fect on clinical research and paradoxically 
could hamper planned investigation of ra
cial/ethical differences that have been identi
fied. 

In summary, the provision would pro
foundly and adversely affect the conduct of 
clinical research, however well intentioned 
it may be. 

Madam Speaker, I enter in the 
RECORD a letter from the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, Dr. Louis 
Sullivan, a letter from Dr. Bernadine 
Healy, the Director of NIH, and a letter 
from two senior researchers, Dr. Vivien 
Pinn, Director of the Office of Research 
on Women's Health, and Dr. William 
Harlan, Associate Director for Disease 
Prevention, on the kind of destructive 
impact this quota system will have on 
mandating congressional interference 
with the design of research. 

The letters to which I referred follow: 
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH 

AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
Washington, DC, May 20, 1992. 

Hon. NEWT GINGRICH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR NEWT: This is in further response to 
our mutual concern about the peer review 
provisions contained in the conference agree
ment on R.R. 2507, the NIH Reauthorization 
Act of 1992. 

Of critical concern is Section 133 of this 
bill, which-while well intentioned-is unac
ceptable and unworkable on scientific 
grounds. This section would require that a 
large percentage of the clinical trials con
ducted or supported by the NIH assess gender 
and racial differences in treatments under 
evaluation even in the absence of a scientific 
reason to suspect that such differences exist. 
Such an inflexible requirement could in fact 
jeopardize the initiation of NIH clinical 
trials, including the very trials that would 
provide valuable data relevant to women's 
health. 

As you know, the conference agreement on 
R.R. 2507 contains a number of other unac
ceptable provisions previously addressed by 
the Administration. These provisions are dis
cussed more fully in the attached Statement 
of Administration Policy. 

Sincerely, 
LOUIS W. SULLIVAN, M.D. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH, 

Bethesda, MD, May 28, 1992. 
Hon. LOUIS w. SULLIVAN, 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR SECRETARY SULLIVAN: I am writing 

to alert you to the impact on clinical re
search that would occur if the Clinical Re
search Equity Act contained in Title 1, Sub
title B of R.R. 2507, the National Institutes 
of Health (NIH) Revitalization Amendments 
of 1992 was enacted. 

As you know, I strongly endorse the need 
for representation of women and minorities 
in clinical research. I believe that the NIH is 
making great strides to insure their appro
priate inclusion. However, the requirement 
embodied in H.R. 2507 would have grave im
plications for clinical research. It specifies 
that, "the NIH Director shall ensure that the 
project is designed and carried out in a man
ner sufficient to provide a valid analysis of 
whether the variables being tested in the re
search affect women or minorities dif
ferently than other research subjects." This 

would have the effect of multiplying the 
sample size for any given group by a factor 
of at least 5 to 10, depending upon the study. 
A clinical study comprising both men and 
women would need an approximate tenfold 
increase in size to test for differential affects 
by gender and ethnicity. 

This requirement would affect the design 
of all clinical studies despite the fact that no 
important differences in effect across race/ 
ethnic groups are expected for most clinical 
questions. Where differences would have 
been expected, the study design including 
sample size would be altered to provide for 
reliable group analysis. Paradoxically, the 
excessive costs this Act demands could ham
per planned investigations of racial/ethnic 
differences that have already been identified. 

For example, the Dietary Intervention 
Trial of the Women's Health Initiative al
ready requires the inclusion of 48,000 women 
at a cost of $26 million a year for fourteen 
years. This study is intended to determine if 
a reduction in dietary fat will have an im
pact on the incidence of breast and colon 
cancer in post-menopausal women. If it were 
necessary to answer the questions of the Die
tary Intervention Trial in 5 ethnic groups, 
the number of women required would be 5 x 
48,000, or 240,000, and the cost would be ap
proximately $130 million per year for four
teen years. If conducted under the require
ments of this Act, the annual cost of this 
single study would greatly exceed the annual 
cost of the entire Women's Health Initiative 
and all of its attendant trials. 

In planning clinical trials, NIH investiga
tors strive to answer health questions which 
affect the entire population irrespective of 
ethnicity. The structure of a clinical trial al
lows us to generalize the results of the trial 
to other people with characteristics similar 
to those who entered the trial. When it is 
suspected that there may be differences 
among ethnic groups, NIH scientists will 
continue to conduct trials to determine 
those differences. However, the mandatory 
design of all NIH clinical trials to include 
representative populations for each ethnic 
group will greatly limit our ability to con
duct the large number of clinical studies on 
many different diseases and necessitate the 
conduct of only a few very large trials on a 
smaller number of diseases. 

This information must be seriously consid
ered due to the fact that it would greatly 
hamper our ability to conduct clinical re
search. 

Sincerely yours, 
BERNADINE HEALY, M.D. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, 
NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH, 

Bethesda, MD, May 27, 1992. 
To: Bernadine Healy, M.D., Director, NIH. 
From: Associate Director for Disease Preven

tion. 
Subject: NIH Reauthorization Legislation. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to 
alert you to the potential impact on clinical 
research of proposed Clinical Research Eq
uity (Title 1, Subtitle B) of the NIH Reau
thorization Legislation. 

Women and minorities should be included 
in clinical research studies and attention 
should be directed to insuring their inclusion 
and we all endorse the need for their rep
resentation. However, the following require
ment has grave implications for clinical re
search. It specifies that, "the NIH Director 
shall ensure that the project is designed and 
carried out in a manner sufficient to provide 
a valid analysis of whether the variables 
being tested in the research affect women or 
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minorities differently than other research 
subjects." As specified, this would have the 
effect of multiplying the required sample 
sizes for clinical trials and epidemiological 
studies. The sample sizes for observational 
and interventional studies are based on pro
viding adequate power to reliably detect es
timated differences in effect. If the dif
ferences must be detected for each group the 
total sample needed would be multiplied by 
factors of 5 or 10. Assuming 5 minority 
groups, a single gender study such as the 
Women's Health Initiative would need 5 
times the current estimated size of 50,000 
women to reliably detect differential re
sponses of each race/ethnic group. A clinical 
study comprising both men and women 
would need approximately tenfold increase 
in size to test for differential effects by gen
der and ethnicity. 

This requirement would affect the design 
of all clinical studies despite the fact that no 
important differences in effect across race/ 
ethnic groups are expected for most clinical 
questions. Where differences would have 
been expected, the study design including 
sample size has been altered to provide for 
reliable group analysis. 

This provision would have a stultifying ef
fect on clinical research and paradoxically 
could hamper planned investigation of ra
cial/ethnic differences that have been identi
fied. As the sample size increases severalfold, 
issues of feasibility, availability of all 
groups within a particular geographic region 
and cost are similarly multiplied. Research
ers in some geographic areas may not have 
adequate numbers of certain minority groups 
available. Several studies are under way or 
being planned to explore differences in dis
ease risk or treatment response in a particu
lar racial/ethnic group (e.g. hypertension in 
African Americans). Would these studies be 
required to increase the sample size so as to 
include other groups? This could actually 
impede scientific investigation of important 
differences. 

In summary, the provision would pro
foundly and adversely affect the conduct of 
clinical research, however well intentioned 
it may be. 

WILLIAM R. HARLAN, M .D., 
Associate Director for 

Disease Prevention. 
VIVIAN W. PINN, M.D., 

Director, Office of Re
search on Women's 
Health. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. ROSE] for the pur
poses of a colloquy. 

Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

Madam Speaker, some questions have 
arisen concerning section 251 of title II 
of the conference report to this bill. 
Section 251 makes it a crime to engage 
in various acts against federally funded 
health facilities such as stealing facili
ties' records or property. I know of no 
one in Congress, myself included, that 
would in any way condone or excuse 
theft or vandalism on behalf of a cause, 
and we do not in this situation. But I 
would like to ask the gentleman if any 
of the language in section 251, particu
larly the reference to "break or enter" 
or to "engage in conversion" are in
tended to thwart or inhibit or even 
criminalize whistle blowing? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROSE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, if 
the gentleman will permit me to say, 
the intent of this legislation to the 
conference report to H.R. 2507 is not to 
limit or inhibit whistle blowing. I want 
to add that nothing in title II, Protec
tion of Health Facilities, is intended to 
make an offense out of entering a facil
ity without actually breaking in, or 
out of copying records, or taking pho
tographs, or disseminating any infor
mation and material with the intent to 
show that a violation of a State or Fed
eral law or regulation may have oc
curred in that facility. I hope that 
clears this matter. 

Mr. ROSE. I thank the gentleman 
and urge my colleagues to support the 
conference report. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong op
position to the conference report on 
H.R. 2507, the National Institutes of 
Health Revitalization Amendments of 
1992. The bill is flawed in every respect 
and is far worse from a philosophical, 
fiscal, and management viewpoint than 
the bill that passed the House. 

First and foremost, the conference 
report authorizes spending of an esti
mated $3 billion above the President's 
fiscal year 1993 budget request and the 
House-passed bill. We need to remem
ber that when the House passed the bill 
it cost $4.3 billion. The conference re
port now ups the ante to $7.3 billion. 
Members who are serious about reduc
ing the Federal deficit cannot possibly 
vote for this bill in good conscience. 

Second, the conference report in
cludes provisions that require the HHS 
Secretary to appoint an Ethics Advi
sory Board comprised of private citi
zens whenever he declines to fund re
search on ethical grounds. The decision 
of these private citizens could then 
overrule objections by the Secretary 
and the President. Thus, these new 
boards would have unilateral authority 
to make important decisions concern
ing major research initiatives. While 
this provision is usually discussed in 
the context of fetal transplantation, it 
has much wider implications. This pro
vision clearly violates the appoint
ments clause of the Constitution. It is 
blatantly unconstitutional. 

Third, the conference report is 
weighed down with a new construction 
program for universities authorizing 
spending of $100 million. This is not 
new money; it will have to come out of 
existing research dollars-in real terms 
it will mean the loss of 400 research 
grants per year. This $100 million is in 
addition to the $1 billion in indirect 
costs for the maintenance, renovation, 
and replacement of university owned 
facilities that the Federal Government 
already pays. 

Finally, the bill authorizes the NIH 
to purchase 300 acres of land in the 
State of Maryland for a satellite cam
pus. This provision is pork barrel, plain 
and simple. It was never the subject of 
hearings or any type of serious scru
tiny. The administration letter cor
rectly points out that this provision 
confers special benefits to a single geo
graphic location. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting "no." 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 21h minutes to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]. 

D 1250 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, 

my colleagues, 9 years ago this month 
my wife received the shattering news 
that a biopsy revealed the presence of 
breast cancer. In the succeeding years, 
she went through two surgeries, seven 
courses of chemotherapy, two kinds of 
hormone therapy, and the maximum 
dose of radiation. 

Just a few days after she was admit
ted to the hospital a year ago this com
ing July for what were to be her last 2 
weeks of life, a letter from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services 
to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce was handed to me as I was com
ing over to the floor, with this passage: 
"The $50 million earmarked for breast 
cancer research and development of a 
test for early detection of ovarian can
cer is unnecessary." I exploded. I went 
directly to the floor and, in very strong 
terms, denounced the Secretary's 
statement. 

My wife did not like emotion-laden 
discussion, preferring rational discus
sion, and I told her that evening, "I am 
sorry, honey, I lost it. I was furious," 
and I repeated what I had said on the 
House floor. She said, "Maybe some 
good will come of this disease." 

She left behind three daughters, who 
are now third-generation vulnerable to 
breast cancer. 

We need early detection. We need re
search on cures. We need more, not 
fewer, minds committed to research on 
breast cancer. We need more, not 
fewer, dollars committed to the cause 
of finding a cure and developing hu
mane, physically tolerable, effective 
treatments. 

In that 9 years, over 350,000 women 
died of breast cancer, and now comes a 
letter from the Director of the Na
tional Institutes of Health saying in 
part, "I believe that the section in this 
bill on women's health is unneces
sary." Congress is being told: Do not 
earmark it. We will take care of it. We 
will address this issue. Trust us, but 
the women's health initiative is unnec
essary. Targeting funds for breast can
cer research is unnecessary. 

Are women also unnecessary? I do 
not believe this administration be-
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lieves that, but I will tell you, I do not 
trust them to make the appropriate in
vestments in the breast cancer and 
other women's heal th programs, unless 
we prioritize the initiative, commit the 
funds, and direct the NIH to pursue 
specific programs designated in legisla
tion. 

There was a song in the 1960's of the 
civil rights protest movement that 
asked, "How many deaths will it take 
until they know that too many people 
have died?" 

Those who have lost a wife, a mother, 
a sister to breast cancer know that one 
is too many. I do not want any more. 
This bill will help us to get the cause 
and to the cure and to the human 
treatment of women afflicted with this 
epidemic-size disease in our society. 
Three weeks ago a coalition of woman, 
led by Mrs. Christine Norton, gathered 
in a peaceful rally on the steps of the 
State capitol in St. Paul, asked for no 
less than what this conference report 
offers. I must keep faith with their 
plea. 

For me, this is the overriding issue, 
to deal humanely with women, the au
thors of life. 

Madam Speaker, a final note: We 
have heard reports of a veto threat be
cause of the fetal tissue provision in 
this conference report. If the president 
decides to veto this bill, and if the veto 
is limited only to the fetal tissue provi
sion and does not endanger the rest of 
this bill, I could vote to sustain such a 
veto. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to the con
ference report as it currently stands. 
We do need to fund the NIH; we need to 
fund cancer research, and diabetes re
search, and Parkinson's research, and 
Hurler's research, and Alzheimer's re
search, and more, and we all know that 
we will do that-irrespective of the 
outcome of the debate today. But we do 
not need to overturn the regulatory 
moratorium on fetal tissue transplan
tation. I know that many of our well
respected colleagues who are ordinarily 
pro-life are convinced that this issue is 
not one of abortion. I say to all of 
them, both here in the House and in 
the other body: You have been misled. 
This is an issue of abortion, and abor
tion only. 

The plain and simple truth is that we 
already have enough fetal tissue to 
meet research needs, and the Presi
dent's order establishing a tissue bank 
makes existing tissue even easier to ac
cess. Ectopic pregnancies and sponta
neous abortions provide more than 
enough fetal tissue. Proponents of fetal 
tissue research will tell you that 99.7 
percent of the fetal tissue from ectopic 
pregnancies and miscarriages is not us
able. Even if that's true, that means 
that 0.3 percent-three per thousand-

is usable. There are about 800,000 ec
topic pregnancies and spontaneous 
abortions annually in this country. Do 
the math-2,400 of these provide usable 
tissue. Considering that only 60 trans
plants have been done in the last 30 
years, 2,400 per year should be more 
than enough-particularly when the 
new human fetal tissue bank is estab
lished at NIH. 

Proponents here on the floor are tell
ing us that the tissue bank will · not 
work. But scientists and researchers 
are telling us that the tissue bank will 
work. Consider the words of Drs~ 
DeGiorgio and Goodwin from the USC 
and Dr. Shewmon of UCLA: "Substan
tial evidence exists that spontaneous 
abortions are an acceptable source of 
fetal tissue for transplantation." Or 
the words of Drs. Caudle and Rolls 
from the University of Tennessee: "The 
problems-of chromosomal disorders or 
infections-should not detract from the 
fact that a reasonably high proportion 
of spontaneous abortion fetuses have 
normal undiseased tissue suitable for 
transplantation." Or the words of Dr. 
Michejda of Georgetown University: 
"Tissues-from spontaneously aborted 
fetuses-could be collected in tissue 
banks * * * [this] preserves the life
saving elements of the original legisla
tion but removes the morally objec
tionable aspects.'' 

It is clear that we do not need elec
tive abortions to provide fetal tissue 
for research. Why, then, are we having 
this debate? The issue boils down to 
one of abortion, and abortion only. 
Take Professor Tribe at his word: He 
testified that medical demand for fetal 
tissue gives Congress constitutional 
authority to pass the so-called Free
dom of Choice Act to ensure a nation
wide policy of abortion on demand. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. p ASTOR]. 

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Speaker, today 
this body will vote on a piece of legis
lation that will have a profound impact 
on millions of people throughout this 
Nation. I am speaking of H.R. 2507, 
which seeks to overturn the senseless 
ban of fetal tissue research. 

The lifting of this ban is critical. 
Some 13 million people in this country 
suffer from Alzheimer's, diabetes, or 
Parkinson's disease. Research has 
shown that as many as a third of the 
people suffering from these conditions 
could benefit from research with fetal 
tissue transplants. 

In my own State of Arizona and in 
this august body, we have seen one of 
our best-loved public figures struck 
down by Parkinson's disease. I am 
speaking of course, of our friend and 
colleague, Mo Udall. 

I applaud the untiring efforts of the 
Udall family to overturn the ban on 
fetal tissue research. Their personal 
odyssey has touched us all , and made 
us more aware of the profound and per-

sonal impact the repeal of this ban can 
have on millions of people. 

I urge my colleagues to face with 
courage and conviction, this moral ob
ligation to save lives and vote for H.R. 
2507. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Madam Speaker, I wish my col
leagues would just put the fetal tissue 
issue aside. 

I know how most Members feel, but 
look at the bill, read the bill. it is one 
of the most awfully written bills I have 
seen come down in a long time. 

What most Members have been say
ing is that they think that more 
money means better research and more 
money buys you a cure to disease. 

Our debt leads to economic disaster. 
A poor nation cannot cure any disease. 
We are not talking about no research 
here. What we are saying is living 
within our means. 

Madam Speaker, we are already 
spending almost $10 billion on NIH. The 
issue here is: Do you want to add $3 bil
lion to your children's debt? That is 
the amount the conferees added over 
and above the President's request. 

We are talking, when this bill left the 
House, as you well know, it was $238 
million over the President's request, 
and it comes back from the conference 
committee at a staggering $3.1 billion 
above the President's request. 

There is an economy of diminishing 
returns here. With or without the mas
sive budget-busting increase in this 
bill, breast cancer research will con
tinue. Prostate cancer research will · 
continue. What will also continue, un
less we vote against this bill, is more 
debt which will burden our children. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Connecticut [Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Madam Speaker, 
the NIH conference report is a vital 
piece of legislation. The debate over 
this bill has been mired by unnecessary 
controversy over whether or not it is 
ethical and appropriate to use trans
planted fetal tissue in research. The 
medical community has been heard on 
this subject and strongly supports 
using fetal tissue. The research in this 
area will save many lives. We must 
reach out to the victims of Parkinson's 
disease, diabetes, birth defects, and the 
other devastating conditions for which 
fetal tissue research may provide treat
ment or even a cure. Moreover, fetal 
tissue research is ongoing in the pri
vate sector, but without the ethical 
guidelines this bill would establish. 

But, Madam Speaker, we should not 
have to stand here today and talk 
about the ethics of fetal tissue trans
plantation. We should be talking about 
the crucial research funding this bill 
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provides. In spite of the comments of 
the Director of the National Institutes 
of Health, this bill includes what are 
obviously much needed provisions to 
advance women's health research, in
cluding breast cancer, ovarian cancer, 
osteoporosis, Paget's syndrome and 
other conditions specific to women. 

These are but a small piece of the 
vital programs this bill funds: AIDS re
search, heart and 1 ung illnesses, adoles
cent health, the establishment of can
cer registries, and many, many others. 

Madam Speaker, let us not be side
tracked by nonissues and misguided ar
guments. This bill is important. I urge 
my colleagues to support the con
ference report. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut [Mrs. JOHNSON]. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. 
Madam Speaker, I thank the gen
tleman for yielding me this time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup
port of the NIH conference agreement 
and urge my colleagues to vote to over
turn the ban on fetal tissue research. 

My colleagues, each one of us has 
benefited from fetal tissue research. 
The polio and German measles vac
cines were developed from research 
that used fetal tissue. 

How can we as beneficiaries stand in 
the way of research that promises 
cures for a number of today 's most dev
astating diseases? 

We know more than we did when the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services first implemented the ban on 
fetal tissue research almost 4 years 
ago. We know that the effect of the ban 
has been to bring fetal tissue trans
plant research to a near standstill with 
only two research facilities in the Na
tion able to raise significant private 
funds to move research forward. 

The suffering of patients with Par
kinson's and Alzheimer's is being need
lessly prolonged. Hope for children 
with diabetes fades as we struggle to 
gain the courage t o reinstate research 
that went on without controversy for 
30 years and brought us to this moment 
of opportunity. 
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Today we have a chance t o muster 

the courage to allow this research to 
move forward and also to govern it re
sponsibly in the public and private sec
tors. 

In offering to set up a bank for tissue 
from miscarriages and ectopic preg
nancies , the administration has recog
nized that fetal tissue research holds 
great promise and can be responsibly 
governed. As important, they have ac
knowledged that such research requires 
a small supply of tissue, and so in fact 
fetal tissue research will not provide 
an incentive for abortions. 

I am pleased the administration has 
now rejected the incentive argument 
and recognized the need for this re-

search. The tissue bank they will pro
vide, however, will not work. In the 
real world, and this is what matters, in 
the real world tissue from spontaneous 
abortions is too often genetically inad
equate, infected, or oxygen starved. 
Miscarriages and ectopic pregnancies 
happen as emergencies, and so assem
bling the right team of the neuro
surgeon, the neuroanatomist, the 
cryotechnologist to dissect and process 
the tissue in the 20-minute window al
lowed is extremely difficult. Further
mol'.e, gaining consent for needed blood 
tests to assure tissue quality, obtain
ing appropriate tissue for the 7- to 12-
week period of fetal development that 
is needed makes gathering tissue from 
this source extremely difficult. 

We cannot risk the transplantation 
of defective tissue, and I hope those 
who care about the future will vote to 
raise the ban on this important re
search issue. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
SHARP] . 

Mr. SHARP. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the NIH conference report 
and I urge the House to give it overwhelming 
support. 

Although the focus of controversy has been 
on fetal tissue research the bill establishes a 
number of vitally important initiatives and con
tinues others which are now threatened by the 
unjustified position taken by the President. 
Specifically, the bill would establish an Office 
of Research on Women's Health to identify 
women's health research needed at NIH and 
to make sure women and, in other sections of 
the bill, minorities are included as research 
subjects. The authorization for funding re
search into breast cancer, ovarian cancer and 
osteoporosis is substantially increased. A new 
Office of Scientific Integrity is established to 
address scientific misconduct and to protect 
whistleblowers who have serious questions 
about scientific misconduct or who cooperate 
with investigations. The bill requires support 
for research in the development of new and 
improved childhood vaccines. It requires sup
port for research into biomedical research and 
experiments not requiring the use of animals. 
It establishes a juvenile arthritis research cen
ter and allows NIH to support chronic fatigue 
syndrome research centers. 

The true controversy centers on the provi
sions of the bill lifting the ban on funding re
search involving fetal tissue imposed under 
the Reagan administration. Frankly, both sides 
in the dispute understand that there are ethical 
standards and safeguards established by the 
legislation if the ban is repealed, applicable to 
both federally funded research as well as pri
vately financed research which is not currently 
subject to guidelines or restrictions. The mora
torium has greatly diminished very promising 
research that could save and improve the lives 
of the many Americans that suffer from Hun
tington's disease, Parkinson's disease and 
other debilitating conditions and diseases. In 
no way can anyone seriously conclude that 
under these tight restrictions this type of re
search will entice any woman to seek an abor-

tion. The results of the research, in fact, are 
very likely to both extend and improve the 
quality of life for millions of Americans. 

I urge anyone considering voting against the 
conference report to read the guidelines and 
restrictions, and then tell me and the rest of 
the House how it is conceivable that one sin
gle additional abortion might be performed as 
a result of this legislation. To the extent that 
any is now occurring in the private sector, 
these restrictions will stop it. I urge a "yes" 
vote on the conference agreement. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia [Ms. 
NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, the 
importance of this bill goes beyond the 
authorization of a sum of money. It 
represents the recognition that the 
health of one-half the population is as 
vital as the health of the other half. 

It is deeply demoralizing to imagine 
how many women's lives might have 
been saved had equality been a part of 
heal th research and heal th funding be
fore now. 

Would the present epidemic in breast 
cancer be the case today if we had in
vested in breast cancer research yester
day? 

Would ovarian cancer, cervical can
cer, and osteoporosis be pervasive, life
threatening diseases? 

Even when breast cancer struck 
women who could not go unnoticed, a 
Vice President's wife , Happy Rocke
feller, and First Lady Betty Ford in 
the 1970's, NIH did not get it. There is 
no better way to get it than to appro
priate money to get it done, and the 
permanent establishment of the Office 
of Research on Women's Health is the 
only way to insure that it continues to 
be done. 

The exclusion of people of color from 
clinical trials was less surprising in 
light of our history, but the inclusion 
of both minorities and women is nec
essary in a democracy that values 
equally the lives of all its citizens. 

Madam Speaker, this entire bill is 
overdue. It deserves our support. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. WEBER]. 

Mr. WEBER. Madam Speaker, the 
President's proposal for the establish
ment of a fetal tissue research bank is 
a scientifically sound proposal that de
serves better consideration than it has 
been given in the course of this debate. 
Unfortunately, it appears to me that 
ideology on this issue has decided the 
issue for many before they actually 
consider the facts. 

I serve on the appropriating sub
committee for NIH. I have a commit
ment to NIH and I want to support val
uable research of all types. 

Less than 100 fetuses have been uti
lized for research in the last 30 years. 
It is important to keep the scope of 
this research well in mind. The NIH es
timates today that a maximum of 200 
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fetuses per year could be effectively 
utilized for research, 200 per year. We 
are talking about a small number. So 
when opponents of the President's pro
posal suggest that only a fraction of 
the fetal cadavers resulting from spon
taneous abortions and tubal preg
nancies are useful, they are right, but 
that does not disprove the validity of 
the President's proposal. 

There are 750,000 spontaneous abor
tions a year and 100,000 tubal preg
nancies, and the administration esti
mates that 2,000 usable fetuses could 
result from these 850,000 spontaneous 
and tubal pregnancies, 2,000 total; that 
is 10 times the number estimated as 
the maximum number that could be ef
fectively utilized in research today. 

Madam Speaker, the President's pro
posai should be a consensus proposal 
for everybody who is interested in this 
research. There is no reason to over
turn the ban by people who are sup
portive of fetal research. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. GRADISON]. 

Mr. GRAD.ISON. Madam Speaker, I 
have requested this time for the pur
pose of entering into a colloquy with 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Michigan, a member of the Appropria
tions Committee. 

One of the arguments against this 
bill is that it will cost too much money 
and is above the President's budget re
quest. Is it not true that the exact 
funding will in fact be decided by the 
Labor-HHS Appropriations Sub
committee, of which the gentleman 
from Michigan is a member? 

Mr. PURSELL. Madam Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield, that is abso
lutely correct. The budget-buster argu
ment does not hold water here when it 
comes to this bill. As Members know, 
this is an authorization bill. Today we 
will be supporting the goals of that 
bill, but at a later date members of the 
Appropriations Committee will set the 
funding levels and it is at that time 
that we will be debating and arguing 
the levels of funding for each of these 
programs that will be set by the Appro
priations Committee. 

Mr. GRADISON. It is my further un
derstanding that once those figures are 
set, they must be within the cap set by 
the budget agreement in 1990; there
fore, not a dime of additional spending 
could result, no matter what the level 
of this authorization might be. 

Mr. PURSELL. Madam Speaker, that 
is right. There are a lot of authoriza
tion bills with a high authorization 
level that are not funded by the Appro
'9riations Committee because of the 
caps and the restraints of fiscal respon
sibility. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. HOLLOWAY], a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Madam Speaker, I 
want to speak to those who supported 

and voted for this bill when it was up 
before the House. 

Basically, this bill has been totally 
changed. I respect the colloquy I just 
heard. If it was the gentleman from 
Michigan who was going to be doing 
the appropriating, I would not have a 
problem voting for this bill, because I 
know what he would vote and he would 
vote in a way that I would vote, and 
that would be not to spend taxpayers' 
money that we do not have; but I want 
to speak to the people who supported it 
and say that there is a lot more in this 
bill than meets your eye and a lot more 
in this bill than we voted for the last 
time. I want you to take another look 
at it. 

To those who have joined in the cry 
of special interest and legislation with 
runaway deficit spending, I say take 
another look. This bill is more than it 
is cracked up to be. This bill is wholly 
different from the House bill agreed on 
last July. 

The NIH conference agreement au
thorizes spending which could reach $3 
billion above the House plan level. 

How? It provides $1.6 billion for re
building the NIH clinic that was not in 
the original legislation. It allows $150 
million that is now in the bill for con
struction authority. 

Now, you did not vote for the addi
tional $342 million to buy 300 acres of 
land. I wish I had 300 acres of land to 
sell at $342 million of the Government's 
money. That is special interest in it
self. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

I just want to put a few things out in 
perspective one more time. 

As I said, since I have been here there 
has always been a reason not to vote 
for women's health. It is always that 
they are for it, but it is just in this one 
case they do not like this thing or that 
thing. 

Let me point out today, this is the 
biggest breakthrough we have ever 
had. I certainly hope no one tries to 
duck behind any issues that they are 
using. 
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against it; these are not diseases of the 
week or month. These are very serious 
diseases that affect over half the popu
lation and contribute very signifi
cantly to the money that does the re
search. But the budget issue is equally 
important. This is not above the cap, it 
is below the budget cap. These things 
that are being talked about may have 
to go in for upgrading the laboratories. 
You are not moving them. You are not 
buying new ones. But you have got to 
keep them contemporary. 

Finally, we are constantly told that 
every dollar invested in research saves 

the Federal Government many, many, 
many more dollars in further heal th 
care. 

So it is the best investment we can 
make, job creating and everything else. 
I just cannot understand why anybody 
could be against this. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. GUNDERSON]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Madam Speaker, and colleagues, the 
issue we face here today is whether or 
not we have to support the enactment 
of a bad bill in order to support this 
Congress' commitment to fetal tissue 
research. I think the issue of fetal tis
sue research has been resolved in the 
broad majority of Members' minds here 
in the Congress. I, like many of my col
leagues, have members of my family 
suffering from genetic diabetes, and I 
would like to find a research tool that 
can help solve that problem. 

So I would like to vote for fetal tis
sue research, but do I want to vote for 
this bill in order to get it? 

The first question everyone legiti
mately asks is, and it is quite unfortu
nately special-interest groups, is: 

Well, the Administration has raised this 
fetal tissue bank and, frankly, the question 
is do they really mean it and are they really 
serious about it? 

Frankly, that is a fair question. 
I asked that question, and I was not 

content for a very long time that they 
were serious. But in conversations with 
Dr. Bernadine Healy, the director of 
NIH, I have now been given the assur
ance that they are serious. 

Madam Speaker, in a letter received 
this morning, she wrote: 

NIH is committed to establishing a bank 
and will name a team of scientists to closely 
monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the 
bank. After 1 year NIH will review the 
progress of the bank and report its results to 
the Secretary. 

Listen to those words if there is any 
doubt, there is going to be the naming 
of a scientific panel to monitor and 
evaluate and advise in the creation and 
establishment of the tissue bank. The 
department will within 1 year report 
back to this Congress as to the avail
ability of the fetal tissue through the 
processes they have suggested in the 
tissue bank. 

The reality of that is that within 1 
short year from the date of enactment 
they have to not only have it up and 
running but they have to have a suffi
cient history to prove that indeed the 
fetal tissue is available because if it is 
not, you and I well know this Congress 
at that point will then lift the ban. 

This says we can achieve it in a way 
that is, hopefully, acceptable to the 
majority of Americans. I think it mer
its a trial. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 
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I would like to respond to the gentle

man's last comment. I want to point 
out to the Members that what this ad
ministration has done is to try to de
fuse the absolute outrage that people 
feel when they are being told this re
search will not be conducted. The ad
ministration came out just a couple of 
days ago with the idea that it will have 
a tissue bank consisting of fetal tissue 
from spontaneous abortions and ec
topic pregnancies. 

Well, they could always have done 
that. It is just not sufficient for the re
search because that tissue is diseased 
in more cases than not. 

But Secretary Bowen, the Secretary 
of HHS, under President Reagan, indi
cated he thought we ought to have this 
ban lifted. And he said that for those 
who are pro-life and pro-research, the 
research should go forward. The 
Reagan-appointed panel also rec
ommended the research go forward. I 
think what the gentleman has just il
lustrated is another ruse, another ex
cuse why this administration is going 
to try to keep us from lifting the ban. 
And that ban will be in place and re
search will be stopped and people will 
die, and it is wrong; it is absolutely 
wrong. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA]. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup
port of this conference report, H.R. 
2507, to reauthorize the National Insti
tutes of Health. I would first associate 
myself with the remarks of so many of 
my colleagues, who have so eloquently 
discussed the countless people who will 
benefit from the research, medical , and 
scientific advances this legislation will 
foster . In that light, the funds we in
vest today are truly some of the wisest, 
compassionate , and cost-effective dol
lars we spend. 

I must address my remarks today, 
however, to the issue that has become 
central to this debate: The administra
tion's moratorium on fetal tissue 
transplant research, and the provisions 
within this conference report which 
overturn that ban. 

I urge each of my colleagues to ig
nore the rhetoric and the Washington 
babble that surrounds this issue, and 
look instead to what medicine and 
science tell us: Simply, that this ban 
must be lifted. Now. Lifted t o enable 
research, treatment, and knowledge on 
real world problems-diabetes, Alz
heimer's, Parkinson's disease-to go 
forward. Lifted to allow medicine and 
science to advance. Faced with such a 
choice, I do not think we can afford to 
engage in politics as usual. 

So much political babble has come to 
surround the issue of fetal tissue trans
plant. I am sure many of you have been 
besieged this week, as I have, by letters 

and callers who fear Congress is poised 
to legalize baby harvesting. That we 
are ready to sell spare parts for hu
mans. Or that women will now casually 
undertake the most personal and pain
ful experience of abortion, to supply 
some demand cycle. These blatant 
untruths would be laughable, were they 
not morally repugnant. 

This bill does no such thing. What it 
does is allow research on cures for dis
eases plaguing millions of Americans 
to continue. 

We do not arrive at this position eas
ily, or without scientific documenta
tion. And, it is clear that this reau
thorization does protect the complex 
medical, personal, and ethical rights 
surrounding fetal tissue donation. The 
conferees have heeded the counsel of 
two separate panels of NIH medical and 
scientific experts-appointed, I might 
add, by President Ronald Reagan
which reported that fetal tissue trans
plant research should continue, within 
the guidelines contained in this bill. 

Perhaps our good friend, the former 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices under President Reagan, Dr. Otis 
Bowen, put it best. Calling for an end 
to this moratorium, Doc Bowen notes: 

In 1987, we needed answers about the 
science and ethics of this new research, and 
now we have them * * * vital scientific 
progress should not fall victim to politics. 

That is the choice we have before us 
today. The incendiary rhetoric of the 
radical right, or the opportunity af
forded us by science and medicine. I 
cannot imagine a more humane and 
ethical choice. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
2507. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I 
support the conference report , I sup
port the efforts of the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX
MAN] , to see to it that this conference 
report is adopted. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report on H.R. 2507, the National 
Institutes of Health Revitalization Amendments 
of 1992. 

The National Institutes of Health [NIH] is the 
principal biomedical research agency of the 
Federal Government. Through the conduct, 
support, and promotion of biomedical re
search, NIH seeks to improve the health of the 
American people by: Increasing the under
standing of processes underlying human 
health, disability, and disease; advancing 
knowledge concerning the health effects of 
interactions between humans and the environ
ment; developing methods of preventing, de
tecting, diagnosing, and treating disease; and 
disseminating research results for critical re
view and ultimately for medical application. In 
the pursuit of this critical mission, NIH sup
ports biomedical and behavioral research in 

this country and abroad, conducts research in 
its own laboratories and clinics, trains promis
ing young researchers, and promotes the ac
quisition and distribution of medical knowl
edge. Such research activities will determine 
much of the quality of health care for the fu
ture and reinforce the quality of health care 
currently available. 

Madam Speaker, the legislation before us, 
today, is a comprehensive bill addressing a 
wide variety of health research issues. Its pri
mary purpose is to reauthorize: First, the Na
tional Cancer Institute; second, the National 
Heart, Lung and Blood Institute; third, the 
Medical Library Assistance Act; fourth, the Na
tional Center for Biotechnology Information; 
fifth, the National Research Service Awards 
Program. 

Other provisions of the bill would: Provide 
new authorization of appropriations for the Na
tional Institute on Aging; increase funding for 
research on breast and ovarian cancer; nullify 
the moratorium on Federal funding for human 
fetal tissue transplantation research; protect 
federally funded health facilities from illegal 
activities; and increase the focus on women 
and minorities in clinical research. 

Madam Speaker, during the past year, the 
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations 
conducted a number of hearings which raised 
questions about the adequacy of NIH mecha
nisms to guard against scientific misconduct. 
In response to those concerns this legislation 
contains provisions that would: First, establish 
an Office of Scientific Integrity to conduct in
vestigations into allegations of scientific mis
conduct; second, mandate the •establishment 
of standards to protect against financial con
flicts of interest in clinical research; and third, 
create standards to protect whistleblowers 
who report cases of alleged misconduct. 
These measures are necessary to restore 
public confidence in NIH and its vital mission. 

Madam Speaker, the research activities of 
NIH are critically important to our Nation's fu
ture health care. These activities represent the 
most productive investment funded by the 
Federal dollar. Biomedical research offers a 
ray of hope to those suffering in the darkness 
of disease. New discoveries in disease pre
vention greatly reduce the enormous burden 
of human suffering and economic loss inflicted 
by illness. These discoveries significantly im
prove the quality of life and health of the 
American people. Through biomedical re
search, we shape the effectiveness of the 
American health care system. I strongly urge 
my colleagues to support this legislation. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me . 

Madam Speaker, by Executive order 
last week President Bush established a 
fetal tissue bank which provides the 
opportunity to conduct medical re
search on tissues garnered from unborn 
children who die as a result of mis
carriages or as a result of ectopic preg
nancies. When fully operational, the 
bank will include approximately 20 
centers strategically located through
out the country. 
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What the President has wisely done 

is to provide an ethical, rational, and 
effective means by which fetal tissue 
research can be conducted. 

Dr. Bernadine Healy, Director of the 
National Institutes of Health, has stat
ed unequivocally as a physician and a 
scientist that the President's fetal tis
sue bank-

Is feasible and should be given a chance to 
prove its efficacy in terms of furthering one 
of the many needed research options for 
treatment of diseases such as diabetes, Par
kinson's and certain inherited disorders. 

According to Dr. Louis Sullivan, Sec
retary of HHS: "The tissue that would 
be available from a bank of this sort 
can meet the current estimated re
search needs." 

Dr. Sullivan wrote on May 19, that 
the total number of transplants over 
the last 30 years is around 60, while 
suitable tissue from ectopic preg
nancies and spontaneous abortions is 
estimated at 2,000 per year. 

Moreover, the Secretary pointed out, 
this is a conservative estimate based 
on a total of 750,000 spontaneous abor
tions and 100,000 ectopic pregnancies 
per year. 

Thus, Madam Speaker, the medical 
efficacy of transplantation of fetal 
cells can and will be ethically ex
plored-its potential to cure or miti
gate d1.sease either scientifically veri
fied or debunked. 

Significantly, two highly respected 
researchers, Drs. R.C. Cefalo and Wat
son A. Bowes, Jr., from the University 
of North Carolina School of Medicine 
have written that-

The creation of a human fetal tissue reg
istry, fetal tissue bank and fetal cell lines 
using tissue obtained from spontaneous abor
tions and ectopic pregnancies * * * (have ) 
great merit. There is evidence that a propor
tion (5-7%) of spontaneous miscarriages will 
provide tissue appropriate for use in tissue 
transplantation research. 

Dr. Cefalo voted to lift the fetal tis
sue moratorium as a member of the 
NIH panel. He now endorses the admin
istration's fetal tissue bank because it 
will be free from the controversy that 
currently surrounds the use of tissue 
from induced abortions. 

According to Maria Michejda, M.D. , 
of the International Center for Inter
disciplinary Studies of Immunology at 
Georgetown University Medical Center, 

* * * On the basis of our survey we believe 
that there may be a sufficient amount of 
healthy and viable fetal tissue available for 
transplantation. Clearly, an ability to make 
use of fetuses from spontaneous abortions 
would reduce the current reliance on fetuses 
from induced abortions. It would obviate 
many of the moral concerns associated with 
transplanting fetal tissue. 

And according to six additional pro
fessors of obstetrics and gynecology 
from the University of Southern Cali
fornia School of Medicine-C. Paul 
Morrow, M.D., Kathryn Shaw, M.D., 
Laila Muderspach, M.D., Lynda 
Roman, M.D., T. Murphy Goodwan, 
M.D., and Richard Paul, M.D.: 

59-059 0-97 Vol. 138 (Pt. 9) 39 

In our institution we see more than 1,000 
cases of spontaneous pregnancy loss occur
ring at greater than 9 weeks gestation. In ad
dition, we see an average of 350 ectopic ges
tations per year. Based on the collective ex
perience of numerous colleagues, in 5 to 10 
percent of cases a recently dead fetus will be 
identified at the time of surgery. Most of 
these will be suitable for tissue harvesting 
since the incidence of anomalies or infection 
in this condition is low. Thus a total of 85 to 
100 fetuses suitable for obtaining fetal cells 
can be expected from our institution alone 
each year. 

Let me remind Members that the son 
of Rev. Guy Walden received his life
saving transplant from fetal tissue ob
tained from an ectopic pregnancy- not 
from an induced abortion. Again this 
type of ethical transplantation is en
tirely permissible under the Presi
dent's policy. 

Dr. Frank Young, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Health, Science and the 
Environment has written that-

It is likely according to NIH that 500 to 800 
ectopic pregnancies with embryos, that are 
chromosomally normal and uninfected would 
be available nationwide per year. 

Drs. Michael R. Caudle and William 
M. Holls of the University of Tennessee 
Medical Center at Knoxville have also 
called on the administration to estab
lish such a tissue bank-

We think that substantial scientific evi
dence exists that tissue obtained from spon
taneous miscarriages would satisfy the needs 
of these studying fetal tissue transplan
tation. 

The Bush approach embraces a deep 
and abiding reverence and respect for 
the lives of unborn children- children 
that the abortion lobby and some in 
the research community sadly regard 
as throwaways-while recognizing the 
desirability of going forward with ethi
cal fetal tissue research. 

The Bush approach is fair and it 's hu
mane. The conference report on the 
other hand, establishes an unethical 
policy that reduces an unborn child to 
the status of an object, a .commodity, a 
mere body parts provider wanted only 
for his or her innate ability to involun
tarily donate a brain or other organs. 

If you want to get a clear picture of 
what your vote in favor of H.R. 2507 
will fund, consider this verbatim de
scription of some fetal tissue extrac
tions reported in the June 1989 issue of 
Archives of Neurology. 

Two methods to collect fetal material were 
used. With the first method, a plastic 
cannula, connected to a 60 ml syringe, was 
inserted into the uterus. Under ultrasound 
guidance, the opening of the cannula was di
rected to the fetal head. Suction was applied, 
and the fetus was slowly aspirated and frag
mented into the cannula. Alternatively, a 
similar low-pressure vacuum aspiration 
technique (regulated by a vacuum pump) , 
but without ultrasound guidance and using a 
metal cannula, was employed. 

You may be shocked to learn that 
one member of the research team that 
conducted these hideous brain-sucking, 
brain stealing experiments included 

one of the NIH fetal tissue panelists 
Dr. Barry Hoffer of the University of 
Colorado, who was among those who 
voted to overturn the administration's 
moratorium on fetal tissue research 
from induced abortion. 

It is outrageous that ultrasound
that marvelous diagnostic tool-is 
being used to search, in order to de
stroy the baby in a way that is most 
likely to yield usable baby brain tissue. 

If you think this kind of cruel re
search is ethical, applying suction to 
the skulls of helpless infants-your 
vote is for the conference report. 

But it seems to me that we wouldn't 
treat our pet dog or cat with the same 
cruelty, indifference, irreverence, and 
insensitivity afforded unborn children 
in this legislation. 

If you believe that establishing a 
close collaborative relationship be
tween abortion mills and researchers is 
prudent and ethical, your vote is for 
the conference report. But it seems to 
me that linking medical research with 
those who butcher babies for profit is 
not morally or ethically defensible. 

Madam Speaker, the issue of giving 
one 's consent to be carved up for 
science is another compelling issue 
that must be considered in this debate. 
Who gives it? The parents who abandon 
their child to the abortionist's knife 
and suction machine? 

All organ donations are predicated on 
the premise of consent and in the case 
of a child, a responsible guardian act
ing in the interests of the child as
sumes this responsibility. The con
ference report fails miserably in this 
regard. 

When a child's life is lost through 
miscarriage or ectopic pregnancy, sure
ly a reasonable assumption can be 
made that the parents, acting as guard
ian and protector, didn ' t will the death 
of the infant and thus can exercise 
moral authority over disposition of the 
body. No such child-centered concern 
or humanitarian care, or love is appar
ent when the child is deliberately 
handed over to an abortionist. 

Then there 's the concern expressed 
by many of us including Dr. James 
Mason, head of the U.S. Public Health 
Service who has said that: 

Permitting the human fetal research at 
issue will increase the incidence of abortion 
across the country. The additional rational
ization of directly advancing the cause of 
human therapeutics cannot help but tilt 
some already vulnerable women toward a de
cision to have an abortion. 

In response to the so-called safe
guards-a fig leaf if ever there was 
one-Dr. Mason has said a distinction 
between the decision to abort and the 
decision to donate the body may be 
easy to theorize but such a neat sepa
ration is very doubtful. 

Studies show that-ambivalence to
ward abortion is a well documented re
action of many women when con
fronted with a problem pregnancy
said two NIH panelists in 1988. 
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In their heavily footnoted report 

"Dissent to the Report of the Human 
Fetal Tissue Transplantation Research 
Panel of the National Institutes of 
·Health," panel members James Bopp 
and James Burtchaell provide insight 
to why this bill will likely lead to more 
abortions. They wrote: 

Ambivalence toward abortion is a well-doc
umented reaction of many women when con
fronted with a problem pregnancy. A period 
of intense anxiety and ambivalence is often 
experienced during the first twenty-four 
hours preceding an abortion. This ambiva
lence is reflected in the fact that from one
fourth to approximately one-half of women 
aborting find the decision difficult to make. 
In addition, studies of pregnant women who 
chose to abort and others who chose to de
liver their children, approximately one-third 
to 40 percent of the women, whatever their 
ultimate decision, were reported to have 
changed their decision at least once, with 
women who aborted being significantly more 
likely to report their decision as a relatively 
difficuJt one, to rethink their initial choice, 
and to regret having to have made that deci
sion. Some women who have made an initial 
decision to abort will change their minds at 
the last minute, with approximately five per
cent changing their minds after making an 
appointment to have an abortion and ap
proximately one percent changing their 
minds at the abortion clinic itself. Signifi
cantly, studies reveal that from 24 to 37 per
cent of women who abort do not make up 
their minds until just before the procedure. 

Thus, the knowledge that the aborted 
baby's remains might be of use in med
ical research or transplantation could 
tip the scales in favor of abortion. No 
one is suggesting fetal transplantation 
is likely to constitute the sole reason 
for proceeding ahead with an abor
tion-but it is likely to provide an ad
ditional rationalization in certain cir
cumstances. 

Madam Speaker and Members, we 
should be under no illusions that the 
pro-abortionists desperately want the 
Bush pro-life moratorium lifted in 
order to undermine efforts in the 
States to protect unborn children from 
abortion. 

This not-so-hidden abortion rights 
agenda was underscored in recent testi
mony before the House Judiciary Com
mittee by Harvard Prof. Lawrence 
Tribe. In urging passage of the so
called Freedom of Choice Act, he stat
ed that the interstate nature of medi
cal technology may give Congress au
thority under the commerce clause to 
ensure that it will not be-hinder (ed), 
by a-patchwork of State and local re
strictions. 

Madam Speaker, Members are being 
encouraged to embrace the conference 
report in order to curb commercial 
traffic in fetal tissue. 

What Members are not being told is 
that such trafficking in fetal tissue is 
already illegal with offensives punish
able by 5 years in prison or a $50,000 
fine as a result of enactment in 1988 of 
the Organ Transplant Act. 

To the best of my knowledge no case 
has been made by Mr. WAXMAN or any-

one else that the criminal provisions 
contained in the Organ Transplant Act 
are inadequate. 

Finally, the ugly specter of authoriz
ing federally funded experimentation 
on live unborn babies is contained in 
the Conference Report. 

In the past, grisly experiments on in
fants were subsidized by NIH. 

In one such NIH-supported experi
ment, researchers severed the heads of 
dying victims of second-trimester abor
tions and kept their brains alive to 
study brain metabolism. 

Those who participated in these cruel 
experiments, it seems to me, should 
have been prosecuted rather than given 
Government grants. 

But then again, the sick logic of the 
abortionists is at least consistent. If a 
child is deemed to have no rights what
soever and Government no duty to pro
tect that child, why not engage in live 
fetal experimentation if it might yield 
useful information. Of course such a 
view dehumanizes the child to the level 
of guinea pig. 

The conference report strips the 
power and authority of the Secretary 
of HHS to withhold funding for experi
ments he finds ethically objectionable 
and vests that power instead in ethics 
boards packed with researchers and 
those with a vested interest. 

The way the language of the pending 
legislation reads, an experiment must 
be approved if the ethics board can't 
muster a majority vote condemning 
the experiment as ethically objection
able. 

Given their track record in the past, 
it is highly likely that these ethics 
boards will approve unethical experi
mentation on live unborn kids and you 
and I and the administration will be al
most powerless to stop it. 

0 1320 
Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam 
Speaker, I rise to express my dis
appointment in this report. I basically 
support the right-to-life notion, and I 
have voted that way. However, when 
this issue came up in the Senate, I 
took a great deal of time to look at it 
and talked about it with people in my 
district. I concluded that I am in sup
port of the idea of using fetal tissue, 
and I am prepared to do that. 

So, Madam Speaker, I am dis
appointed, however, when it comes in 
at $3 billion over the President's re
quest because I also believe in a bal
anced budget, and I lined up, as did 
many people in this House down here 
the other day, to sign up to balance the 
budget, and I think there is a great in
consistency between doing that and 
voting for a bill with an authorization 
that goes $3.1 billion over where we 
ought to be to balance the budget. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Madam Speaker, I yield this 1 minute 
to myself just to make a comment to 
the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. 
THOMAS]. I do not know if he was here 
to hear the comments that the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON], the 
ranking Republican on the Committee 
on the Budget, made. He pointed out 
the fact that this bill does not break 
the budget, that it is an authorization 
bill and that the appropriation would 
be consistent with that budget resolu
tion. 

Madam Speaker, the question of the 
budget is another one of those ruses to 
try to pull people off this bill who 
might otherwise support it, who be
lieve, as the gentleman has indicated 
he does, that fetal tissue transplan
tation research offers hope. 

Madam Speaker, that hope will go 
away if this legislation goes away, and 
I think those who are arguing the 
budget are misleading people into 
thinking that this bill perhaps should 
be voted against for other reasons. 

I wanted to share that with the gen
tleman from Wyoming and refer him to 
the comments of the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] in the RECORD. 

Madam Speaker, I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
California [Mr. WAXMAN] for yielding 
this time to me, and I want to com
mend him for his work. 

Madam Speaker, there are a lot of 
people who have come to this floor on 
this debate today and previous to 
today. They have talked about this as 
an issue of choice, and they are right. 
The only difference is it is not the 
choice of abortion or non-abortion. The 
choice here is whether people will live 
and whether people will die, whether 
people who are sick will be cured, or 
whether people who are well will ever 
be prevented from becoming sick. 

Madam Speaker, I say to my col
leagues, when your mother, your fa
ther, your family, your parents, your 
grandparents are ill with a disease that 
might possibly be cured under the pro
visions of this bill, are we going to 
stand and argue that a few dollars 
stood in the way? Are we going to deny 
people the right to be able to seek and 
receive the best medical attention that 
can be provided to them as American 
citizens? Veterans who have spent 
many years protecting this country? 
Elderly citizens who · have made this 
country what it is? Young people who 
have the future ahead of them who 
may be helped? Cured from their dis
eases by what happens in this bill? 

Madam Speaker, that is the choice 
we are facing, and, if it was me, and I 
was alone on this floor, I would stand 
here to my death arguing that this bill 
is the right thing to do for the Amer
ican people, and I urge a "yes" vote. 
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 21h minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HENRY]. 

Mr. HENRY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
as a strong and consistent supporter of 
the right-to-life position. I believe per
sonally that abortion on demand, as 
provided for and protected under the 
conditions of Roe v. Wade, is one of the 
great moral outrages of contemporary 
American law, and it is within that 
moral and legal framework, in addition 
to personal conviction, which I rise in 
support of the National Institutes of 
Health authorization conference com
mittee report. 

Madam Speaker, I believe the leader
ship of the right-to-life community has 
made a major political and ethical mis
judgment in attacking this legislation 
because it would allow for the Federal 
Government to renew its past practice 
of providing funds for fetal research. 
Surely the entire area of biomedical re
search raises a host of morally trou
bling and complex questions. But to 
focus on this question of tissue re
search, choosing this particular con
cern amidst broader questions related 
to biomedical research and ethics, has 
trivialized the question. And I am 
afraid it may have the effect of weak
ening the overall right to life argu
ment. 

What about in vitro research in 
which many fertilized ova are dis
carded in favor of the one ovum which 
will live? What about DNA research 
and human genome research? Yes, 
there are major ethical issues of im
port associated with fetal tissue re
search-but they must be discussed and 
debated on a much higher plane and a 
more comprehensive framework than 
that which has been posed thus far in 
the current question before us. 

While serious questions can and must 
be raised in regard to overviewing 
these forms of research, it is nonethe
less important to note that the purpose 
and effect of such research is directed 
toward restoring the wholeness and 
fullness of life, not destroying it. 

Madam Speaker, of all the people 
phoning my office and writing to me 
expressing their concerns about this, 
most of them have taken advantage, 
for themselves or for their children, of 
measles inoculation, polio vaccine, and 
most of them, I am sure, would take 
advantage of subsequent medical 
breakthroughs that this research 
promises. 

Madam Speaker, as a right-to-life 
supporter, I urge cautious support for 
this legislation. 

I would like to make one other point 
for my right-to-life friends. For the 
first time in 20 years, since Roe v. 
Wade, we are finally to the point where 
the court, we hope, we pray from my 
side of this question, will reopen this 
question and cause the American pub
lic to reexamine the entire issue of 
abortion on demand, which I find mor-

ally reprehensible. For right to life to 
attach itself to this issue as we ap
proach this national debate is, I fear, 
destructive to the cause and the inter
ests which I have sought to represent 
as a Member of Congress, and I would 
urge those who feel this way with me 
to have the courage to speak up in this 
afternoon's vote. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, as my colleagues know, the 
backbone of this country is the Amer
ican family, and we are now consider
ing a bill which is riddled with provi
sions that go against the grain of our 
traditional American values. 

We talk about balancing the Federal 
budget and getting our economy back 
on track. Yet it amazes me that some 
of my distinguished colleagues would 
even consider a bill that exceeds the 
President's budget request by $3.1 bil
lion. That is ridiculous. They are talk
ing about brand-new research facilities, 
expenditures not even included in the 
President's budget request. They are 
talking about a purchase price for a 
piece of property that no one has both
ered to figure out what the cost is. 

Madam Speaker, I just do not get it, 
and neither will the American ·tax
payers. We are once again threatening 
the legitimate research and heal th pro
grams with a bill chock full of wasteful 
liberal spending. This Nation is nearly 
$4 trillion in debt, and here we go 
again, one bill after another jeopardiz
ing the good will of American people 
who work. 

I recognize that some of my col
leagues have said it is not an appro
priation it is an authorization. Come 
on. Madam Speaker, let us put aside 
this election year rhetoric. It has got 
to stop somewhere, and, if we do not 
stop it in the authorization, it will 
never stop in the appropriation. 

I urge my colleagues to vote no on 
this report, send it back, and let us cut 
out the pork. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 

Mrs. MINK. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the con
ference report on H.R. 2507, the Na
tional Institutes of Health reauthoriza
tion bill. 

This bill, which authorizes our pri
mary source of Federal heal th re
search, is absolutely vital to the future 
of American women. 

For over a century, women have suf
fered from neglect by the medical es
tablishment and the lack of Federal 
funds for research on women's health 
needs. 

Documented by a 1990 General Ac
counting Office report, no one disputes 
the fact that women have been pur
posely left out of clinical trials, and 
that research on diseases which affect 

only women have been tragically insig
nificant. 

We all know and recognize this, and 
for the first time we are about to au
thorize the largest increase in women's 
heal th research which will begin, and 
only begin, to correct the inequity that 
women have faced throughout history. 

This bill will permanently establish 
in the law, the Office of Women's 
Health Research at the NIH, and it pro
motes increased participation of 
women and disadvantaged individuals 
in the field of biomedical and behav
ioral research. It also provides for $300 
million for increased basic research on 
breast cancer, $40 million for 
osteoporosis and related diseases, and 
$20 million for contraception and infer
tility research centers. 

Of primary concern to me is the au
thorization of $75 million for research 
on ovarian and other reproductive can
cers, which is in line with a bill I intro
duced at the beginning of this Con
gress, H.R. 179, the Ovarian Cancer Re
search Act. 

Ovarian cancer is perhaps one of the 
most glaring examples of the neglect 
and disregard of women's health needs. 
As ovarian cancer continues to threat
en over 21,000 women each year, there 
is still no early detection test to diag
nose this disease in its early stages. 
The result is that two-thirds of the 
women with this terrible disease will 
die. 

Yesterday, it was with shock and 
utter dismay that !,read a letter from 
the Director of the NIH recommending 
a veto of this legislation, not primarily 
on the issue of fetal tissue research, 
but citing that the women's health pro
visions are unnecessary. 

They call this microma,nagement. 
Well, for a system of research that has 
discriminated against women for over 
100 years, I think some intervention by 
this Congress is necessary. 

I don't want to discredit the tremen
dous gains that the NIH has made over 
the last 2 years in establishing an Of
fice of Women's Health Research and 
directing more funding toward breast 
cancer, ovarian cancer, osteoporosis, 
and contraceptive and infertility re
search. But unless we continue to be 
vigilant, unless the women of this 
country have a voice in the kind of re
search that is being conducted by the 
Federal Government, the gains that we 
have made in the last several years 
could be lost. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to recognize the importance of 
the legislation before us today, and 
what it means for the women of our 
Nation. Vote "aye" on the NIH reau
thorization conference report. 

D 1330 
Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 

1 minute to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. VOLKMER]. 

Mr. VOLKMER. Madam Speaker, 
there is much in most of this bill that 
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I and others in this House support. 
However, because of the provisions for 
fetal tissue research from the vol
untary termination of pregnancies, I 
must ask Members to reject this con
ference report. 

There have been statements on this 
floor today that you cannot use fetal 
tissue from ectopic pregnancies be
cause the tissue is no longer usable. 
However, just back in April , last 
month, you had testimony before one 
of the subcommittees of this House 
that tissue from ectopic pregnancies 
was used and used successfully, and 
that it can be used. 

Dr. Bernadine Healy, Director of the 
National Institutes of Health, has stat
ed unequivocably as a physician and a 
scientist that the President's fetal tis
sue bank is feasible and should be given 
a chance to prove its efficacy. 

Madam Speaker, we have only had 
about 60 fetal tissue transplants in this 
country in all this time. We can have 
from involuntary abortions, from mis
carriages, and ectopic pregnancies, at 
least 2,000 fetal tissue transplants a 
year for research. That is sufficient. 
We do not have to use voluntary abor
tion fetal tissue. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, how 
much time is remaining on both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). The gentleman from Virgina 
[Mr. BLILEY] has 7 minutes remaining, 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] has 11 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. I would 
say to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. WAXMAN] that I am going as slow 
as I can here, vamping for you. Maybe 
the gentleman will give me a minute to 
kill some of his time, pardon the ex
pression, until some of his speakers get 
over here. I would rather have gone a 
little closer to the end of the debate. 

Madam Speaker, I spent some time 
at the platform hearings for my party 
with a lady who ran abortion clinics all 
the way through north Texas. Without 
any pride she says that she was the 
overseer of over 35,000 deaths in the 
abortion clinics. 

I would vote against this bill on eco
nomic reasons alone. The point has 
been made in this well over and over 
and over again that it is a budget bust
er. 

There are exceptions to everything, 
and there are some exceptions to what 
I am about to say, and that is that 
most abortionists, who do nothing else, 
deal in raw evil and killing at a level 
every bit worthy of the name holocaust 
in this slaughter of 1,600,000 American 
children, because they are all Ameri
cans, in their mother's womb. 

I did see a red-headed lady doctor 
traveling the Dakotas like a doctor of 
old with a surry with a fringe on top, 
saying that she was doing it because it 

was her feminist cause. I am willing to 
accept that she had other motives. 

But most doctors in the abortion in
dustry, who are not obgyn, who do 
nothing else, they skim dollars exactly 
like Bugsy Segal in Las Vegas at the 
Flamingo. They come in with a wham, 
barn, thank you, young lady, where is 
your cash. They do not even look at 
the faces of one of their victims, and 
they kill the other victim. 

They cheat the IRS. They are like 
prostitutes in the street, with even less 
dignity, and they kill by the tens of 
thousands. 

Carol Everett of Texas described it to 
me, when a girl is dying in an abortion 
clinic, and this happened at killer 
Tiller's operation in Wichita, they send 
them down the street to die in a motel 
so they can tell other young girls, "No 
one ·has ever died in our clinic." 

If people think these doctors are not 
going to harvest little fetuses for tis
sue and rake off more money, they are 
sadly mistaken. 

Mr .. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Madam 
Speaker, who cannot be in support of 
attempts to try and deal with the var
ious heal th crises that we face in this 
country and throughout the world. Ob
viously, we all want to find cures for 
all of these ailments, and I applaud the 
work of NIH and the important ad
vances achieved in biomedical re
search. But, Madam Speaker, we have a 
very serious malady when it comes to 
our budget. 

Madam Speaker, I voted against H.R. 
2507 when it was $400 million over budg
et and sent to conference with the Sen
ate. Now it comes back $3.1 billion over 
budget. That is the reason I am going 
to vote against this conference report. 

Madam Speaker, if we continue down 
the road that we have for the past sev
eral decades, we are not going to see 
any prospect for balancing our budget 
at all. So it seems to me that the re
sponsible thing to do is to oppose this 
conference report, send it back to con
ference, and let them bring back some
thing that is within the budget, so that 
we can effectively turn the corner on 
this fiscal malady which we face. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. NEAL]. 

Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I wish to enter into 
a colloquy with the gentleman from 
California [Mr. w AXMAN]. 

Madam Speaker, I heard an earlier 
claim that this was $3 billion, I believe 
was the figure, over what the House 
passed. I looked into it a little bit. Now 
I understand that that is not the case, 
because those that are saying that this 
is $3 billion over what the House passed 
are claiming some very high amount 

for refurbishing facilities at the Na
tional Institutes of Health, amounts 
that are not in our bill. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, the 
gentleman is correct. The authoriza
tion for most of NIH is such sums as 
may be necessary, to be filled in by the 
Committee on Appropriations. This au
thorization spells out numbers for the 
Cancer Institute and for the Heart, 
Lung, and Blood Institute. But when 
these numbers are thrown out as being 
$3 billion over the President's budget, 
they are just making wild statements 
to try to discredit the bill. 

Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. Madam 
Speaker, reclaiming my time, so the 
amount in this bill is somewhat more 
than the amount that left the House 
before the conference committee, but 
that amount is for prostate cancer re
search, breast cancer research, and so 
on. Is that not correct? 

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. RAMSTAD]. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in opposition to the con
ference report, the NIH reauthorization 
bill. I do this with a heavy heart. I cer
tainly do not want to vote against 
more funding for cancer research, for 
breast cancer research, for AIDS re
search, research on Parkinson's dis
ease, Alzheimer 's disease, or any of the 
other meritorious and necessary re
search projects. But I rise in opposition 
to this conference report because it is , 
if you look at the numbers, $3.1 billion 
over the President's budget. 

Madam Speaker, given the unprece
dented $400 billion deficit facing this 
country, this is no time to promise the 
American people more than we can af
ford. This is a classic example of what 
is wrong with the authorization proc
ess and why the American people are 
angry at Congress. We are promising 
more than we know we can deliver. 

Madam Speaker, this is a flawed 
process, and somebody has to blow the 
whistle on it. Nobody wants to vote 
against these meritorious and nec
essary research projects. But when we 
have a $400 billion deficit, I do not be
lieve it is responsible to vote for a bill 
that authorizes spending up to $3.1 bil-
lion over budget. · 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in opposition 
to the conference report on H.R. 2507, the 
NIH reauthorization bill. 

While listening to this debate, I have been 
very disappointed to see that the issue of fetal 
tissue research has clouded over the most ob
jectionable aspect of this bill: deficit spending. 

This conference report authorizes $3.1 bil
lion in funding over the level requested by the 
President. Given the unprecedented $400 bil
lion budget deficit facing America, this is no 
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time to promise the American people more 
than we can afford. 

Unfortunately, that's exactly what Congress 
has done year after year, sowing the seeds for 
economic disaster by spending over $3 trillion 
it does not have. As a result, we are paying 
nearly $300 billion on interest on the debt 
alone, destroying American jobs and competi
tiveness. 

Last week, we took a small step toward this 
goal when we passed the conference report 
for H.R. 4990 to rescind $8 billion in Govern
ment spending. 

But we must do more. Congress has been 
playing a shell game with the American peo
ple, and it's the average American taxpayer 
who stands to lose the most. It's time to blow 
the whistle on runaway deficit spending and 
this phony authorization process. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this 
conference report and for deficit reduction. 

D 1340 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. WYDEN]. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam Speaker, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR
NAN], who has been very sincere and 
very blunt about his views over many 
years, has suggested in his remarks 
that somehow the abortion clinics 
would be in cahoots with the medical 
researchers if this legislation were to 
go into effect, and that somehow this 
legislation would encourage abortions. 

I just want to emphasize to my col
leagues the protections in this bill that 
would prevent that from happening. 
Under this legislation, tissue could not 
be sold. Under this legislation, it would 
not be possible to specify the donee. 
Under this legislation, one cannot 
change the timing and method of pro
cedures. And I would say to my col
leagues that all of this is backed up 
with criminal penalties. All of these 
provisions are backed up with criminal 
penalties. That is to make sure there 
would not be inappropriate abuses, or 
the kind of abusive relationship be
tween researchers and abortion clinics, 
that seems to have been discussed and 
would not be permissible under this 
legislation. 

I hope my colleagues will look spe
cifically at the protections, the very 
sincere and strong restrictions that bar 
the abuse of fetal tissue. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 21/2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Kansas [Mrs. MEYERS]. 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, we have heard a great deal 
about the provisions in this bill that 
would lift the current ban on the use of 
Federal funds for fetal tissue trans
plantation research. Due to the great 
promise this type of resea,.rch holds for 
the sufferers of Alzheimer's disease, 
Parkinson's disease, or diabetes, I sup
port those provisions in the bill over
turning the current moratorium. 

However, there are several other im
portant provisions in the conference re-

port that are worthy of my colleagues' 
support. This bill authorizes an addi
tional $400 million in fiscal year 1993 
for research on breast, ovarian, and 
other cancers of a woman's reproduc
tive system; $72 million is authorized 
for research on prostate cancer. 

The conference agreement will also 
require that women and minorities be 
included as subjects in NIH-funded re
search projects, except in those cases 
where it would be inappropriate to the 
purpose of the research or place the 
participants at risk. Congress should 
not dictate to NIH researchers how to 
do this work but Congress should en
sure that federally funded research 
take into consideration the health 
needs of women in this country. 

The conference agreement also con
tains important provisions in support 
of contraception and infertility re
search. The lack of research in this 
area has led to the development of one 
truly new contraceptive method
Norplant-in the last three decades. 
Further, while 3 million unplanned 
pregnancies occur each year to Amer
ican women, many others find them
selves unable to conceive children. 

One in every six couples in the Unit
ed States is infertile, or fails to con
ceive within a year of deciding to have 
a child. This conference report provides 
funds to establish five applied research 
centers-three for research into new 
and improved methods of contraception 
and two devoted to new treatments of 
infertility. 

This conference agreement will also 
increase funding for research on 
osteoporosis, Paget's disease, and other 
related bone disorders. 

Madam Speaker, this bill is about re
search that will help save the lives of 
millions of Americans, and it deserves 
the support of all my colleagues. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
.yield rfiyself 2 minutes. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
thank the people on our staff that have 
done such yeoman work on this legisla
tion: Ruth Katz, Tim Westmoreland, 
Rip Forbes, for the subcommittee; for 
the full committee, David Keeny; for 
the Legislative Counsel's Office, Peter 
Goodloe. 

Finally, I want to say to my col
leagues: I have had Members tell me 
that they recognize this research is 
promising and that they agree with the 
Reagan-appointed blue ribbon panel 
that it will not increase abortion. But 
then they say they cannot face the op
ponents of abortion if they vote with 
us. 

First, I want Members to recognize 
that there are many people who are op
posed to abortion who do support this 
legislation, ranging from former Sec
retary of HHS Dr. Bowen to many dis
tinguished Members of this and the 
other body. 

Second and more important, if Mem
bers vote "yes" today, they may have 

to face some extreme antiabortion 
groups for the next few weeks. But if 
they vote "no," if they vote against 
this legislation, they will have to face 
people with Parkinson's, parents of di
abetic children, and families with ge
netic diseases, and they will have to 
say, "I knew what you needed and I 
didn't do it." And a Member will have 
to say that for the rest of his or her life 
and the rest of the lives of these indi
viduals with devastating diseases. 

There are few opportunities in this 
body to be clear about politics and sub
stance, about right and wrong. This is 
one. 

Support research, support hope. Vote 
"yes." 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Madam Speaker, we have 
heard so much misinformation today, 
and I do not say it is deliberate misin
formation, but it is just wrong. 

On the efficacy, on the workability of 
the fetal tissue bank, we have letters 
not only from the head of the National 
Institutes of Health, but we have let
ters from the following universities 
and professors and doctors: Stanford 
University, the University of Southern 
California Medical School, UCLA Medi
cal School, University of North Caro
lina Chapel Hill , University of Ten
nessee, Georgetown University, Univer
sity of Cincinnati, Case Western. 

All of these people certify this is 
workable, this is doable, and we do not 
need induced abortions to conduct the 
research. 

Why can we not understand that? 
Why do we negate all of these respon
sible professionals who will not lose 
their jobs if they failed to support the 
bank, as the gentleman from Colorado 
charged? 

These are professional teachers and 
experts in the medical profession who 
say this is workable and feasible. 

Do my colleagues want to know an
other name? I direct this to my good 
friend from California: C. Everett 
Koop, M.D., supports this, the former 
Surgeon General, whom the gentleman 
learned to admire and respect and he 
thinks the fetal tissue bank is work
able. So why not give it a chance? 

Now, private research goes on. We 
are only talking about federally funded 
research. And before I lose my time, let 
me share with my colleagues a letter 
from American Humane, protecting 
animals since 1877, a worthy cause, the 
animal rights people. And they support 
this bill, oh, do they support this bill, 
because it says, "It would forward im
portant research, including promoting 
the development and validation of al
ternatives to the use of animals." 

In other words, we will save the guin
ea pigs and the hamsters. Let us use 
human tissue. Let us use little babies 
instead of animals. 

The problem with this bill is, it will 
create a market for fetal tissue. It ad-
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vances abortion by providing a ration
alization to an indecisive and vulner
able woman who is pregnant to go 
ahead and have the abortion because at 
least the dead baby's tissue will be put 
to good use. 

There is a fundamental difference be
tween being an organ donor who know
ingly and voluntarily donates an 
organ, and having ones organs coer
cively "donated," taken from the baby 
without him or her ever having a voice 
in the matter. This is what happens 
when fetal tissue from induced abor
tion is used. 

This bill is one more step toward de
sensitizing our culture toward the 
preborn so that they are reduced to 
being things, commodities, means, not 
an end in themselves. 

First of all, private research will con
tinue. Second, there are 700,000 sponta
neous abortions, 100,000 ectopic preg
nancies from which fetal material from 
about 2,000 of these fetuses can be ex
tracted, frozen and then used in re
search. This will provide ample fetal 
material for testing. · 

Please vote no. This bill is dehuman
izing and unnecessary. 

0 1350 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, be
fore yielding for the closing arguments 
on our side, I want to thank several 
private citizens who deserve special 
recognition for their unique contribu
tions on behalf of scientific freedom: 
Guy Walden of Florida, Joan Samuel
son of California, Anne Udall of Ari
zona, and Judy Culpepper of Florida. 

Madam Speaker, I yield the balance 
of my time to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. UPTON], a member of our 
committee who has taken a leadership 
role in advancing research at the Na
tional Institutes of Health and ending 
this moratorium on the most promis
ing research using fetal tissue. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). The gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON] is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. UPTON. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of the NIH conference 
report. A vote for this bill is a vote for 
important research and treatment for 
so many diseases affecting literally 
millions of Americans. 

As a Republican, it is never easy for 
me to oppose this administration, but 
the rhetoric and the inaccuracies that 
have been thrown around here about 
this bill, particularly about the fetal 
tissue transplantation research, great
ly disturbs me. I would like to take 
this opportunity to knock down some 
of those straw dummies. 

First, there is the assertion that 
fetal tissue research will cause more 
abortions. I will remind the Members 
that it was a Reagan panel led by a 
pro-life judge that voted 18 to 3 that 
this research would not lead to more 
abortions. Every safeguard they rec-

ommended and then some were in
cluded in this bill. What really sur
prised me was that my amendment, 
which prohibits the sale of such tissue 
in the private sector, where there are 
no restrictions today, was actively op
posed by this administration. Why? It 
improved the bill. Why not put these 
safeguards where there are none now? 

The second assertion many Members 
are hiding behind is that the tissue 
bank established by the administration 
will be enough to continue this vital 
research. Wrong again. As the former 
Secretary of HHS, Dr. Otis Bowen, who 
was there at the time the ban was put 
into place recently, said, "Politics 
should have no place in the world of 
scientific research." He said that in a 
statement urging Congress and the ad
ministration to overturn the ban, say
ing that the political compromise put 
forth by the administration will 
produce no scientific results. 

There are those who are in the fore
fron t of fetal tissue research, who 
know that this type of tissue that 
would be used at the so-called fetal tis
sue bank is of little or no value in ad
vancing their efforts to find cures and 
treatments for some of the most dev
astating diseases known to date. 

The third argument against the bill 
that I have heard a lot is that the bill 
simply costs too much, especially when 
compared to President Bush's budget. I 
am sorry that the President's budget 
did not include enough money for 
breast cancer, which strikes one in 
nine American women. Want - to talk 
about politics in an election year? Try 
going home to your constituents and 
telling them that you thought that we 
were spending too much to find a cure 
for breast cancer, when 44,000 women 
died last year from this insidious, ter
rible disease. Good luck. 

The bottom line-and everyone in 
this Chamber knows this full well-is 
that the funding issue will be decided 
at the Appropriations Committee in 
the Labor/HHS bill-not here. I know 
many of us spend time with folks that 
have terminal diseases. Rare is it that 
one finds a single family that hasn't 
been struck with cancer. We all have 
known a spouse, a staffer, a parent, a 
neighbor, a child-a colleague-with 
some terrible. tragic, disease that has 
snuffed out their life long before their 
time. And when you sit by that bed
side-holding their hand, somehow 
showing your strength, praying for a 
miracle, looking for that sparkle in 
their eye, their acknowledgement that 
hope is alive. That's what this bill 
does. This bill is promise and hope. 

How can you possibly go back to your 
district and face your neighbor who has 
perhaps Lou Gehrig's disease or Par
kinson's, your brother with diabetes, 
your wife/mother with breast cancer, 
or Alzheimer's, and tell them you 
voted against their hope? How is it 
that this body can pass billions for a 

space station bringing vision to our 
planet and then deny hope and vision 
for millions of its own people? This bill 
is life and I ask that you let your head 
and your heart dictate your vote, not 
politics. 

Mr. FAZIO. Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the conference report on H.R. 
2507, the bill that will reauthorize funding for 
the National Institutes of Health [NIH]. H.R. 
2507 will enable our Nation's top scientists 
and researchers to continue the basic, essen
tial research that will lead to the new knowl
edge necessary to help prevent, detect, diag
nose and treat disease and disability. 

The controversy in H.R. 2507 surrounds its 
fetal tissue transplantation research provi
sions. In 1988, the Reagan administration 
banned funding of research performed on 
transplanted fetal tissue obtained through in
duced abortions. This ban went into effect
supposedly temporarily-pending rec
ommendations of an NIH advisory committee. 
Needless to say, 4 years later, we find our
selves still stifled by the Reagan ban, in spite 
of the fact that this very same Reagan-ap
pointed advisory committee determined that 
this research is acceptable, so long as ethical 
guidelines are developed. We find ourselves 
still stifled by the Reagan ban even though Dr. 
Otis Bowen, who was Reagan's Secretary of 
Health and Human Services and who origi
nally ordered the ban back in 1988, has now 
come out of retirement to say that the ban 
should have been lifted years ago. 

H.R. 2507 is controversial because it now 
lifts the ban on fetal tissue transplantation re
search. Opponents of this research will argue 
that it increases the number of abortions in 
this country. Yet, it has been documented that 
countries in which fetal tissue transplantation 
research is supported experience no abortion 
increase. Opponents will also maintain that 
this research will create a demand for fetal tis
sue. But the ethical provisions in H.R. 2507 
ensure that a woman's decision to have an 
abortion remains separate and distinct from 
the decision to donate the resulting tissue to 
research. 

Opponents ignore the fact that fetal tissue 
transplantation research holds tremendous 
promise for a number of incurable diseases 
and conditions, including Parkinson's disease, 
diabetes, Alzheimer's disease and epilepsy, as 
well as for the prevention of birth defects. 
Doctors have found that, if fetal tissue is trans
planted into a diseased or disabled part of a 
patient's body-such as the brain of a Parkin
son's disease victim-the fetal tissue cells 
may begin to function as units of the patient's 
disabled organ, causing the patient's health to 
improve. Unlike adult cells, transplanted fetal 
cells are not rejected by the patient's body. 
There are people whose lives are unalterably 
changed by the impact of fetal tissue re
search-adults and children, both born and 
unborn, whose lives are extended due to fetal 
tissue transplants. 

The controversy surrounding fetal tissue 
transplantation research generates a lot of at
tention. But what we need to focus on is the 
essence and substance of the work that is 
done at NIH-the work that this bill authorizes. 
For example, NIH research encompasses ju
venile diabetes, as well as heart disease and 
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arthritis in our children, and results in immuni
zations against the infectious diseases that 
threaten them. It has resulted in decreases in 
both heart disease and stroke mortality in 
Americans of all ages. 

Recognizing that, in the course of a lifetime, 
one in every three Americans is expected to 
contract some form of cancer, H.R. 2507 in- · 
eludes a provision enabling all States to set up 
cancer registries-for all cancers-operating 
under uniform standards. 

One out of every nine women in this country 
will develop breast cancer; this year alone, 
46,000 women will die from this terrible dis
ease. H.R. 2507 establishes the first congres
sional program targeted specifically at breast 
cancer prevention and cure. It increases re
search on the causes and prevention of breast 
cancer, ovarian cancer and other cancers of 
the female reproductive system. It also re
quires that women be included in clinical re
search studies, where appropriate. 

H.R. 2507 contains an amendment that in
creases research and prevention programs in 
prostate cancer, a disease that is diagnosed in 
132,000 American men every year. Prostate 
cancer kills 34,000 American men annually
second only to lung cancer. 

H.R. 2507 is supported by the Alzheimer's 
Association, the American College of Obstetri
cians and Gynecologists, the Huntington's Dis
ease Society of America, the American Acad
emy of Pediatrics, the American Cancer Soci
ety, the American Diabetes Association, the 
American Heart Association, the American 
Medical Association, the Juvenile Diabetes 
Foundation International, the March of Dimes, 
and more. 

Madam Speaker, I commend Chairman 
WAXMAN and his subcommittee for their efforts 
in bringing this bill to the floor and for remind
ing us of the challenge that remains-the chal
lenge for us to better prevent and treat cancer, 
diabetes, heart disease, kidney disease, 
stroke, Alzheimer's disease, AIDS, blindness 
and arthritis, and to better understand both the 
aging process and the lifestyle practices that 
affect our health. NIH research is one of the 
best tools we have in meeting this challenge. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to support the reauthor
ization of our National Institutes of Health. A 
vote for H.R. 2507 is an investment in the 
health of America's citizens. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in support of lifting the 
ban on federally funded fetal tissue research. 
Yet, my colleagues and I once again find our
selves embroiled in the abortion debate. And 
once again, this debate has managed to focus 
attention away from the real reason we are 
here today-to do our part to encourage re
search that will save the lives of people who 
are suffering from deadly and debilitating dis
eases. 

Fetal tissue from induced abortions is impor
tant in research for cures to diseases, such as 
diabetes, Parkinson's and Alzheimer's. Some 
have suggested that this research can con
tinue using fetal tissue obtained from mis
carriages or ectopic pregnancies. However, 
this tissue is often unhealthy, and therefore 
useless for research purposes. With the cur
rent ban on tissue from induced abortions, 
necessary research has come to a virtual 

standstill and progress has slowed. Madam 
Speaker, I don't think we can afford to ignore 
research that has proven to promise cures for 
so many diseases. 

Opponents argue that lifting the ban on fetal 
tissue research will encourage women to have 
an abortion. I don't believe lifting this ban will 
promote abortion. I believe fetal tissue re
search can and is being done in an ethical 
manner. The bill before us today explicitly 
states a number of safeguards which separate 
what I believe to be a woman's personal deci
sion to have an abortion from the use of fetal 
tissue in promising research. Under this bill, a 
woman cannot sell fetal tissue, it must be do
nated for research. This bill also makes it a 
Federal crime to solicit or accept donations of 
fetal tissue intended for a specific individual. In 
addition, a woman must acknowledge, in writ
ing, that her consent to have an abortion was 
obtained before her consent to donate the 
fetal tissue. 

Madam Speaker, the debate here should be 
focused on how lifting the ban on fetal tissue 
transplantation research will help save the 
lives of so many people now, and in the fu
ture. Although we are not, and cannot, be de
pendent solely on fetal tissue research to find 
a cure, we cannot throw away the opportunity 
this research has proven to provide. In my 
judgment, we need to encourage, not discour
age, research that is providing opportunities 
for cures for deadly and debilitating diseases. 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the conference re
port for the National Institutes of Health Revi
talization Act, H.R. 2507. 

The National Institutes of Health [NIH] is 
one of our Nation's most vital institutions. For 
over 100 years NIH has been at the forefront 
of the scientific community's efforts to under
stand and find cures and treatments for dis
eases that have afflicted millions of people 
here in the United States and around the 
world. 

But as we are all so painfully aware, the de
mands upon the resources of NIH have never 
been greater. The expanding AIDS epidemic 
and the continuing crises of heart disease and 
cancer strike thousands of people in this coun
try every single day. The crippling effects of 
Alzheimer's and Parkinson's disease, multiple 
sclerosis and cystic fibrosis, are becoming 
ever more visible and heart rending. 

Madam Speaker, we need to fully support 
the extensive efforts of NIH to eradicate these 
and many other threats to our Nation's health. 
The return on the investment in research and 
preventive medicine is tremendous, saving our 
Nation billions of dollars in eventual health 
care costs and the losses that accompany 
worker disability. 

Madam Speaker, we must move forward in 
our efforts to overcome the devastating dis
eases that afflict Americans and people 
around the world. The work of the National In
stitutes of Health deserves and needs our un
wavering support. 

Mr. PACKARD. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 2507. I do so with reluc
tance, as the bill authorizes funds for cancer, 
AIDS and other important research and pro
grams. 

However, I cannot countenance the use of 
Federal funds for research on the remains of 

elective abortions. H.R. 2507 would lift the 
current moratorium which prohibits the use of 
Federal funds for research using human fetal 
tissue from induced abortions. The moratorium 
does not apply to research funded by the pri
vate sector. 

As we all know, the President has created 
a nonprofit feta I tissue bank to provide tissue 
from ectopic pregnancies and spontaneous 
abortions that produce usable tissue. This 
bank provides approximately 10 times what 
our present research needs are. I believe that 
this is a moral solution to this problem. 

In addition, the total cost of this bill exceeds 
the President's budget by $3.1 billion. For all 
of these reasons, I cannot support this bill, 
and urge my colleagues to oppose its pas
sage. 

Mr. COX of Illinois. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2507, which would lift 
the current ban on fetal tissue research. Many 
of my colleagues, who are opposed to lifting 
the ban, contend that this is one of the most 
important pro-life votes of the year. I agree. 
The use of transplanted feta I tissue has prov
en to be beneficial to the treatment and re
search of several catastrophic diseases, such 
as Parkinson's disease, diabetes and cancer. 
A "yes" vote will give the victims of these and 
other illnesses a glimmer of hope. A "no" vote 
will send a message that, although we have 
the technology to relieve pain and perhaps 
save lives, we do not care to do so. 

Madam Speaker, the administration would 
have you believe that we can accomplish the 
same goal by using only those fetuses that 
were spontaneously miscarried. This is untrue. 
Miscarriages are not only far less prevalent, 
but the tissue is often damaged or genetically 
abnormal to the point of uselessness. The 
President's alternative is simply not enough. 

Antichoice activists are trying to make peo
ple believe that this is an abortion issue. It is 
not. It is a question of what should be done 
with fetuses that are safely and legally abort
e~ispose of them, or use ·them to advance 
medical research. 

Understandably, there are concerns that lift
ing the ban will create a free market with peo
ple buying and selling fetuses for profit. This 
bill embodies several ethical safeguards to as-

. sure that these fears will not become reality. 
Consent for the abortion must be obtained 
prior to and separate from the decision to do
nate the fetal tissue. The sale of fetal tissue is 
prohibited. The legislation makes it a Federal 
crime to sell or solicit human tissue punishable 
by fines and imprisonment. 

The ethical concerns having been ad
dressed, the decision should be uncompli
cated. We can vote to work toward treatment 
and cures for debilitating diseases from which 
thousands of Americans suffer, or we can con
tinue to deny our medical technology and ig
nore this crisis altogether. One can maintain a 
pro-life position and pro-choice position and 
vote "yes" on H.R. 2507. Let us lift the ban on 
fetal tissue research today. 

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to voice my support for H.R. 2507, the Na
tional Institutes of Health reauthorization bill 
which includes a number of provisions for 
women's health and ends the moratorium on 
fetal tissue research. Dr. Bernadine Healy, Di
rector of NIH, recently recommended that 
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President Bush veto the bill because she feels 
the women's health provisions are unneces
sary and because she personally disagrees 
with fetal tissue research. I strongly disagree 
with Dr. Healy's recommendations. Both provi
sions are extremely important and are far from 
unnecessary. In fact, women's health con
cerns have been ignored and overlooked for 
far too long. 

A few of the women's health provisions in 
this bill that the administration believes are un
necessary: a permanent authorization of the 
office for Research on Women's Health; a re
quirement that women be included in clinical 
trials where appropriate; and increased fund
ing and emphasis for research on important 
women's health concerns such as breast and 
ovarian cancer. The bill also establishes five 
contraceptive and infertility research centers. 
These requests are for basic, fundamental re
search on health concerns for women. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill and let the women of America 
know that you understand and support their 
concerns and well-being. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of the conference report 
to H.R. 2507, the National Institutes of Health 
reauthorization bill. 

Of primary importance to me, Madam 
Speaker, is the significant increase in both at
tention to and funding for women's health 
problems. For too long, medical problems 
unique to women have been either ignored, or 
funding levels were kept so low as to stifle se
rious research. This legislation, however, in
cludes many of the important provisions of the 
Women's Health Equity Act and once and for 
all sets women on the path to equality with 
men in terms of medical research. 

Last year, Madam Speaker, I sponsored Na
tional Breast Cancer Awareness Month, which 
was signed into law by the President, and I 
am pleased to see the message is finally sink
ing in that breast cancer must be stopped; 
46,000 American women, and even 300 men, 
will die from breast cancer in 1992. H.R. 2507 
authorizes an additional $325 million for breast 
cancer research and will hopefully go a long 
way to assuring the demise of this tragic dis
ease. In addition, this legislation significantly_ 
expands funding for ovarian cancer and ob
gyn research. 

Also of importance to women is the perma
nent authorization of the Office of Women's 
Health Research at NIH, the establishment of 
several centers for the study of infertility and 
contraception, as well as provisions to assure 
that women and minorities are equally rep
resented in all research funded by NIH. 

This is not to say that women are the only 
beneficiaries of this legislation. All Americans 
will benefit by the important research funded 
by this bill into the causes of cancer, diabetes, 
osteoporosis, heart disease, AIDS, and a host 
of other tragic diseases which will probably af
fect every American's life at one time or an
other. Furthermore, H.R. 2507 will fund impor
tant education initiatives to teach Americans 
preventive medical techniques. 

With regard to fetal tissue research, I find it 
extremely disheartening that the administration 
and antiabortion advocates have once again 
chosen to make this vote a litmus test on 
abortion. Overturning the ban on fetal tissue 

research will not in any way increase the num
ber of abortions performed in the United 
States. But it will give new hope to those 
Americans who suffer from diabetes, Parkin
son's disease, and other diseases which could 
be cured by research using fetal tissue. Over
turning this politically motivated ban on fetal 
tissue is the true pro-lite position, Madam 
Speaker, and I ask my colleagues to support 
the conference report to H.R. 2507. 

Mr. WEISS. Madam Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of the conference report to 
H.R. 2507, the National Institutes of Health 
Revitalization Amendments of 1992. 

This measure authorizes $5.4 billion in fiscal 
year 1993 and such sums as may be nec
essary in fiscal year 1994 through fiscal year 
1996 for the National Institutes of Health [NIH] 
and NIH-related activities. The conference re
port provides authorization for the National 
Cancer Institute, the Heart, Lung, and Blood 
Institute, and the National Institute on Aging, 
and continues and makes improvements in the 
other institutes of the NIH. 

Of utmost importance is the measure's pro
vision lifting the administration's onerous ban 
on the use of Federal funds for fetal tissue 
transplant research. Fetal tissue transplan
tation is the vanguard of biomedical research. 
It has shown great promise in treating a num
ber of incurable diseases by substituting 
healthy cells from an aborted fetus into an in
dividual with genetic, metabolic, or neuro
logical conditions. If the transplant is success
ful, these cells may take on the function of the 
organ into which they are transplanted. This 
research provides a ray of hope for . the mil
lions of Americans and their families who suf
fer from the most debilitating diseases known 
to science, including Parkinson's, Alzheimer's, 
epilepsy, hemophilia, diabetes, cystic fibrosis, 
and spina bifida. Tragically, a majority of these 
diseases afflict the most vulnerable in our so
ciety, our children and our seniors. 

Despite its immeasurable value, fetal tissue 
transplantation research has been held hos
tage by the Bush administration's unbelievable 
claim that it promotes abortions. This prepos
terous position has been rejected even by the 
Reagan administration official who first rec
ommended a moratorium on fetal research, 
former Secretary of Health and Human Serv
ices, Dr. Otis R. Bowen. According to Dr. 
Bowen, the ban was issued in 1988 as a tem
porary measure until a Reagan-appointed 
panel answered a series of medical and ethi
cal questions about the transplants. Well, the 
panel reported in December 1988 that the ex
periments should go ahead, that they would 
not encourage abortions. But the Bush admin
istration has ignored the recommendations. 
Just this week, Dr. Bowen urged a long over
due reversal of the ban on publicly funded re
search in this area. 

Now, contrary to the recommendations of 
scientists and the medical community, Presi
dent Bush threatens to veto this conference 
report because of its fetal tissue research pro
visions. In a spiteful attempt to deceive the 
public and offer an excuse for an unjustifiable 
veto, President Bush recently announced the 
establishment of a tissue bank for federally 
funded research. But the tissue bank would 
use only tissue from miscarriages and ectopic 
pregnancies. This tissue usually contains chro-

mosomal damage or infections and, therefore, 
is rarely suitable for successful fetal tissue re
search. True freedom of research can be 
achieved only through a direct lifting of the 
ban. True freedom of research can be 
achieved only by approving this conference re
port by a veto-proof margin. 

The conference agreement also contains 
ground breaking provisions relating to wom
en's health, including the statutory establish
ment of an Office of Research on Women's 
Health in NIH-which will identify and resolve 
the gaps in women's health, standards for the 
inclusion of women in clinical trials in NIH re
search, and an osteoporosis research pro
gram. The conference report also contains 
new initiatives and increased authorization for 
breast cancer research, prostate cancer re
search, and research into reproductive can
cers. 

I also want to express my strong support for 
the provisions of this conference report that 
address problems with bias and fraud in bio
medical research. These provisions are based 
in part on legislation I introduced last year, 
H.R. 1819, the NIH grants research integrity 
amendments. NIH deserves our greatest 
praise for the quality of research it conducts 
and supports. Nevertheless, the Human Re
sources and Intergovernmental Relations Sub
committee, which I am privileged to chair, has 
investigated cases where NIH-funded re
searchers were biased in their reporting of 
medical treatment. Any fraudulent reporting re
lating to the effectiveness and safety of treat
ments risks harm to millions of people. That is 
why I am very pleased that the conference re
port mirrors my bill's provisions regarding 
whistleblower protection, conflicts of interest, 
and scientific integrity, which are aimed at en
suring that federally funded research is not 
tainted by scientific misconduct or bias. 

Madam Speaker, to have life-saving pro
grams and funds threatened by antichoice 
politicking is unconscionable. We must lift the 
ban on fetal tissue transplant research and we 
must authorize the vital NIH initiatives con
tained in this conference report. I urge my col- · 
leagues to approve this conference report by 
a veto-proof margin. 

Mr. STUDDS. Madam Speaker, consider
ation of the conference report on the National 
Institutes of Health revitalization amendments 
is especially timely. Just last week, the Gov
ernor of Massachusetts announced that breast 
cancer is an epidemic in our State. 

Between 1982 and 1988, the incidence of 
breast cancer in Massachusetts increased 26 
percent. This year, 1 ,200 Massachusetts 
women will die from this disease. 

I recently wrote the conferees on this bill to 
urge them to authorize additional funding for 
breast cancer and other serious illness strik
ing. I am heartened that the conference report 
increases the authorization for breast cancer 
research by $325 million, for ovarian and other 
reproductive cancers by $25 million, and 
osteoporosis research by $40 million. 

If fully funded, these additional money will 
help bolster and sustain the tremendous ad
vances we are witnessing on many fronts in 
treating and possibly preventing breast cancer. 
For example, the nationwide clinical testing of 
the anti-estrogen drug tamoxifen holds prom
ise for preventing breast cancer in women at 
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high risk of the disease. Similarly, the experi
mental drug taxol, derived from the Pacific 
yew tree, has shown promise in combating 
breast and ovarian cancer. 

This legislation contains numerous other 
provisions which will increase our understand
ing of women's health conditions. In particular, 
it would rectify past practices to ensure that 
WOIT!en are included in appropriate Federal 
clinical trials. 

Madam Speaker, we cannot sit back and 
watch helplessly as an epidemic claims the 
lives of millions of American women. The con
ference report on this bill makes breast cancer 
research a top priority and I urge its adoption. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2507, the conference 
report for the NIH reauthorization bill. 

This vote is critical to women's health-it in
cludes a number of provisions which will go a 
long way toward filling the enormous gaps in 
research on women's health. Many provisions 
of the Women's Health Equity Act are part of 
the bill, including the requirement that women 
and minorities are represented in clinical trails, 
when appropriate. This provision is vitally im
portant to the understanding of diseases as 
they affect women, and the effectiveness and 
safety of drug treatments on women. For ex
ample, because so few women have been en
rolled in AIDS clinical trails, many questions 
remain unanswe~ed about the progression, 
manifestations, and treatment of the disease 
in women. 

Funding for breast and ovarian cancer, 
osteoporosis, and other women's diseases is 
increased. Funding for women's diseases has 
long lagged behind, and this bill includes clini
cal increases for this research. The legislation 
also requires the establishment of three con
traceptive and two infertility research centers, 
and requires the National Institute of Child 
Health and Human Development to establish a 
clinical research program in obstetrics and 
gynecology. 

The Office of Research on Women's Health 
is permanently authorized in the bill. Its pur
pose is to identify the research priorities for 
women's health and to ensure that women are 
adequately represented in clinical trials. The 
Office also is to work to increase the numbers 
of women who are senior scientists and physi
cians at NIH and NIH-funded institutions. 

I am pleased that the conference report also 
includes the provisions of H.R. 4206, legisla
tion introduced by Congressman SANDERS to 
establish a national cancer registry; I am an 
original cosponsor of the bill. If we are to 
wage an effective campaign against cancer, it 
is critical that we establish a national system 
of statewide cancer registries. Many of our 
States lack statewide cancer registries, and 
the States with registries are often incomplete 
and lacking in the resources necessary to 
adequately track the incidence, stage, and 
treatment of cancer. A complete and uniform 
system would allow health professionals to ef
fectively target and evaluate cancer prevention 
and control efforts. 

The legislation also authorizes a study of 
the high increase of breast cancer in the 
Northern and Mid-Atlantic States. Indeed, 
Maryland ranks ninth in the country for breast 
cancer mortality; it ranks No. 1 in cancer 
deaths. If we are to reverse the higher inci-

dence in certain States, we must understand 
the factors behind this phenomenon. 

Women's health concerns have lagged be
hind for generations, and it is vitally important 
that the needs of millions of women across the 
country are addressed now-the health of 
these women cannot wait. 

The bill also overturns the ban on the u$e 
of Federal funds for fetal tissue transplant re
search. Fetal tissue research has already led 
to a number of medical advances and is very 
promising in fighting diseases ranging from 
Alzheimer's and Parkinson's disease to juve
nile diabetes and leukemia. 

The legislation includes important safe
guards to ensure that any future research is 
conducted in an ethical manner. For example, 
fetal tissue could not be sold nor could dona
tions be targeted to any particular individual. 
As a result of these protections, ethical con
cerns have been addressed. A fetal tissue 
bank, as proposed by the administration, is 
simply not adequate. Countless researchers 
and other experts have expressed their view 
that ectopic pregnancies and spontaneous 
abortions will not produce enough transplant
able tissue to meet the needs of researchers. 

Indeed, former HHS Secretary Otis Bowen 
has stated that: 

A bank of tissue from miscarriages and ec
topic pregnancies is medically unworkable 
and will be unable to provide tissue free from 
infections and genetic defects. Such tissue 
has always been unaffected by the ban, but 
the problems of quality and availability are 
so insurmountable that research has come to 
a halt. This political compromise will 
produce no scientific results. 

Madam Speaker, the NIH conference report 
is critical to the health of millions of Ameri
cans. I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
H.R. 2507 and thereby pave the way for vital 
scientific progress. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam Speaker, I support 
the National Institutes of Health [NIH] con
ference report which makes women's health 
issues a top priority. 

Last year, I joined my colleagues from the 
congressional caucus for women's issues on 
the House floor to make the case for greater 
Federal funding for research on breast cancer 
and ovarian cancer-two giant killers of 
women-and osteoporosis, a damaging dis
ease leading to frailty and sometimes perma
nent disability for women. 

We demonstrated that NIH fails to ade
quately include women in clinical research 
trials, and that contraceptive research is woe
fully behind many European countries. We 
pointed out that NIH only spends 13 percent 
of its budget on women's health. 

Today, we have a historic opportunity to 
rectify the imbalance, and I am proud to sup
port the NIH conference report which perma
nently establishes the Office for Research on 
Women's Health, mandates the inclusion of 
women in clinical trials, permanently estab
lishes contraceptive and infertility research 
centers, authorizes an additional $225 million 
for basic research on breast cancer, an addi
tional $100 million for clinical research on 
breast cancer and further prevention efforts, 
$75 million for research on ovarian and other 
reproductive cancers, and $40 million for re
search on osteoporosis. 

The bill also authorizes an additional $72 
million for research on prostate cancer, and 

$20 million for prostate cancer screening pro
grams and other preventive measures. It fur
ther assists the Centers for Disease Control in 
establishing State cancer registries to record 
data on the incidence, stage, and treatments 
of all cancers. This information is vital to our 
national efforts to cure cancer. 

I thank my colleagues in the House and 
Senate for recognizing the importance and ur
gency of adequately funding these necessary 
programs. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2507. 

Madam Speaker, the primary issue holding 
up passage of this important reauthorization 
bill is the use of fetal tissue in research. This 
particular bill is different, however, in that 
many pro-life members are supporting it. They 
are doing so for a number of reasons. 

First, fetal tissue research holds great prom
ise for significant medical breakthroughs. 

Second, the feta I tissue bank proposed by 
the White House, using tissue from mis
carriages and ectopic pregnancies, will be of 
little or no use to researchers. 

Third, the use of fetal tissue will not lead to 
increased abortions. This is the overwhelming 
conclusion not of a pro-choice group, but of a 
panel appointed by the Reagan administration 
in 1988 to consider the science and ethics of 
fetal tissue research. H.R. 2507 mandates that 
consent for the use of fetal tissue can only be 
obtained or requested after the woman has 
decided to have an abortion. Additionally, H.R. 
2507 prohibits compensation for the donation 
of tissue to both public and private research 
facilities. Currently, women who have had an 
abortion can be paid for tissue donated to pri
vate facilities. 

Madam Speaker, the National Institutes of 
Health is our Nation's medical research de
partment. It needs to be reauthorized, and it 
needs to have its blinders taken off. 

Finally, I would like to thank the gentleman 
from California and the gentleman from North 
Carolina for clarifying that the bill's provisions 
regarding the protection of health facilities do 
not apply to whistleblowers who may photo
copy records or take photographs in efforts to 
call attention to possible violations of State or 
Federal statutes or regulations. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Madam Speaker, I be
lieve I have no recourse other than to cast my 
vote against this conference report because I 
am unalterably opposed to lifting the ban on 
fetal tissue transplantation. 

I cannot support this legislation because it 
contains language to suspend the 4-year ban 
on federally supported research on the use of 
living fetal tissue acquired from induced abor
tions. 

My position on the use of Federal funds for 
abortions is a matter of record and my position 
has not changed and will not change. I have 
stated that if such language was included I 
would be forced to vote against this authoriz
ing legislation. 

By lifting this ban I feel we are encouraging 
women who might not otherwise do so to seek 
abortions. I cannot and will not be a party to 
sanctioning such a move. 

Also contained in this bill are several note
worthy provisions which would increase fund
ing for women's health research including 
breast cancer, ovarian cancer, and 
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osteoporosis as well as making the Office for 
Research on Women's Health a permanent 
entity. I strongly support these initiatives. 

I applaud the research which is being con
ducted at the National Institutes of Health to 
find a cure for diseases such as Alzheimer's, 
Parkinson's, and diabetes. I have no objection 
to the use of fetal tissue as proposed by 
President Bush. 

Should this conference report be sent back 
to the House without this particular provision, 
I would then support it. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 2507, the National In
stitutes of Health Revitalization Act. The con
t erence report authorizes $400 million for re
search on breast, ovarian, and prostate can
cers, as well as $30 million for State cancer 
registries. The President's budget provides ab
solutely no money for research on these types 
of cancers. 

There are several Members of this Con
gress who have been stricken and have sur
vived the trauma of breast cancer. I admire 
and respect these Members for sharing their 
experiences with us in hopes that people will 
realize that breast cancer has become a vir
tual epidemic in the United States. 

In my district on Long Island the breast can
cer rate is extremely high, and I recently con
ducted a field hearing to address the possible 
correlation between environmental pollution 
and the instances of breast cancer. The 
money authorized under the conference report 
can assist in discovering the possible link be
tween the environment and breast cancer 
rates. 

Breast cancer threatens the lives of millions 
of American women, and it is only through ex
tensive funding for research that we will be 
able to gain the knowledge and technology 
necessary to save the lives of millions of 
women through methods of early detection. 

H.R. 2507 also requires that women and mi
norities be included in clinical research stud
ies. History has repeatedly shown that women 
have been treated as second-class citizens in 
business, education, and social relations. 
Health care has proven to be no exception. 
Studies of the treatment of heart disease have 
revealed that women are treated less aggres
sively and there is very little data available on 
the effectiveness of heart disease treatment 
on women. 

The National Commission on AIDS recently 
identified women as the fastest growing group 
in the HIV epidemic, yet a number of barriers 
currently prevent access for high-risk women 
to preventive and treatment services. Under 
H.R. 2507, researchers will no longer assume 
that women are just like men, and will begin 
to examine the differences in the treatment of 
disease that ultimately will expand the knowl
edge and extend the lives of the women of 
this country. 

The controversy-the veto bait-of this re
authorization bill is the lifting of the ban on 
fetal tissue research. It is through feta I tissue 
research that we will be able to find cures to 
the debilitating ailments of Parkinson's dis
ease, Alzheimer's disease, diabetes, and spi
nal cord injuries. 

These diseases do not discriminate by sex 
or race. While some may be more susceptible 
to one or the other, these diseases can strike 

anyone at any time. The administration says it 
wants to maintain a partial ban on fetal tissue 
research and only permit the use of miscarried 
fetuses. But the President must realize that a 
miscarriage results in damaged fetal tissue-
and damaged tissue cannot be used in re
search. 

The fetal tissue research dilemma all boils 
down to the issue of abortion-this is yet an
other gag rule that the President wants to im
pose on the field of medicine. If we were to 
poll the citizens of this country, we would find 
that they support life and they support choice; 
ultimately they would support the use of fetal 
tissue in order to save millions of lives from 
the ravages of Parkinson's, Alzheimer's, dia
betes, and injuries to the spine. 

It is a travesty to the democratic process 
that a small group of individuals is able to 
hinder progress that will benefit the majority. It 
is time to return to majority rule and lift the 
senseless ban on the use of fetal tissue. 

There is no question that H.R. 2507 raises 
the dark curtain that has concealed women's 
health concerns for much too long. It places 
them in the light, to be examined and treated 
as concerns of the entire Nation. 

As the Earth summit approaches, I have to 
wonder how the United States expects to hold 
itself up as a model for other nations to follow 
when we continually take steps backward to 
the time when a woman was not able to make 
decisions about her own welfare. H.R. 2507 is 
a life-saving bill, it advocates good health, 
well-being, and progress. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in support of life and support the 
National Institutes of Health conference report. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
today of the conference agreement for H.R. 
2507, the National Institutes of Health reau
thorization bill. I would like to commend the 
gentleman from California for his leadership in 
bringing this bill to the floor. This bill is signifi
cant in that it funds the NIH which is the Fed
eral agency which has primary responsibility 
for much of the biomedical research that is 
supported in this country. Activities supported 
by NIH are vital to improving the health of the 
people of this Nation, as well as health of oth
ers across the world. These programs deserve 
the support of Congress and will require our 
continued investment over the years. 

The conference agreement we have before 
us today endorses and enhances the role NIH 
historically has played in helping our Nation 
become the world's leader in biomedical and 
behavioral research. Specifically, H.R. 2507 
authorizes $2.2 billion in fiscal year 1993 for 
the National Cancer Institute, and such sums 
as may be necessary for fiscal years 1994 
through 1996. It extends the authorization for 
AIDS research programs at NIH, and lifts the 
current ban on the use of Federal funds for 
fetal tissue transplant research from induced 
abortions. 

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, some of the most 
exciting initiatives contained in the bill address 
the issue of minority participation in medical 
research. Similar to the House bill, the con
ference agreement requires that women and 
minorities be included as subjects in NIH-fund
ed research projects, except in special cir
cumstances. For instance, under the agree
ment, women and minorities could be ex
cluded from studies if first, it would be inai:r 

propriate to the purpose of the research; sec
ond, it could put participants at risk; or third, 

· it is determined to be inappropriate under the 
circumstances specified by the Director of 
NIH. 

Other provisions of the bill provide for the 
establishment of a scholarship and loan repay
ment program to address the continued under
representation of individuals from disadvan
taged backgrounds pursuing professional ca
reers in the life sciences and in midlevel and 
senior scientific and administrative positions at 
NIH and the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental 
Health Administration. These programs, mod
eled after legislation I introduced last spring, 
H.R. 2000, would allow NIH and ADAMHA to 
enhance their ability to recruit and retain sci
entists and administrators while increasing 
their representation of individuals from dis
advantaged backgrounds within their profes
sional work force. 

As the House noted in its report, this type 
of loan repayment program for clinical re
searchers from disadvantaged backgrounds 
will help to address their disincentives that 
large educational loan debts place on 
postdoctoral graduates considering Federal 
health science as a career. Specifically, the 
bill gives NIH and ADAMHA authority to pro
vide scholarships of up to $10,000 per year to 
individuals from disadvantaged backgrounds 
who are undergraduates at accredited institu
tions of higher education and who wish to train 
for careers in professions needed by those 
agencies. 

Another key provision in the bill authorizes 
the construction of biomedical research facili
ties at some of our Nation's institutions of 
emerging excellence. This progral"fl was in
cluded as part of the reauthorization in rec
ognition of the emerging and significant con
tributions that many of our Nation's minority 
health professions schools are making to 
study diseases and disorders that dispropor
tionately affect African-Americans and other 
minorities in this Nation. The Senate commit
tee, which established the provisions develop
ing this authority for biomedical facility con
struction at minority schools, recognized that 
those institutions which are participating in the 
Research Centers at Minority Institutions Pro
gram [RCMI] through NIH have been develoi:r 
ing their research infrastructure by further en
hancing their research capacities, improving 
their research lab equipment, and taking on 
the challenging task of studying the difficult 
questions of why minorities suffer dispropor
tionately high rates of cancer, stroke, diabetes, 
AIDS, and other prevalent disorders. RCMI 
has helped these schools begin to address 
these national problems. 

Currently, there is a proposal by the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services in the fis
cal year 1993 budget for $12 million for facili
ties development at historically black colleges 
and universities and similar institutions. This is 
the second year that this program has been 
proposed by the Department. Last year, the 
Labor-Health and Human Sciences-Edu
cation Appropriations Subcommittee was un
able to provide the funding because a distinct 
authority did not exist. Once H.R. 2507 is 
passed and signed by the President, our 
Health Appropriations Subcommittee should 
be able to consider providing the funding for 
this program in fiscal year 1993. 
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Mr. Speaker, biomedical research stands on 
the threshold of significant discoveries that 
have the potential to put within our reach the 
cures and preventative treatments for many 
diseases including AIDS, diabetes, cancer, 
heart disease, stroke, and much more. The bill 
we have before us today will permit us to pur
sue the many advances that will reduce sick
ness and suffering for persons throughout the 
United States and across the globe. For this 
reason, I ask my colleagues to join me in 
passing this measure. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES, PuBLIC HEALTH SERV
ICE, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH, 

Bethesda, MD, May 20, 1992. 
Hon. LOUIS w. SULLIVAN, 
Secretary of Health and Human Services, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR SECRETARY SULLIVAN: I know the 

House will soon be considering the Con
ference Report on H.R. 2507. I would concur 
with the recommendation to the President 
to veto the bill. I have several concerns. For 
example, the highly intrusive language of 
the bill micromanages some of NIH's impor
tant research programs. I believe that the 
section on woman's health is unnecessary. 
NIH has moved ahead of the bill with aggres
sive programs on the health of woman and 
minorities and their career development, and 
on inclusion of women and minorities in 
clinical trials. The bill also imposes activi
ties and a number of advisory committees, 
including an Ethics Board, on NIH that are 
costly, unnecessary and duplicative, and in 
some cases intrude on the existing authori
ties of the Secretary. 

With regard to the fatal tissue transplan
tation moratorium, my own personal views 
are well known. However, in terms of the 
fatal tissue bank, I can state unequivocally 
as a physician and scientist that this ap
proach is feasible and should be given a 
chance to prove its efficacy in terms of fur
thering one of the many needed research op
tions for treatment of diseases such as diabe
tes, Parkinsons and certain inherited dis
orders. 

I believe that such a bank with an estab
lished and NIH funded tissue procurement ef
fort will provide a means to continue the 
transplantation research effort. In particu
lar, harvesting tissue from ectopic preg
nancies, which are life threatening to 
women, should be vigorously pursued. Such 
tissue is apt to be uninfected and more likely 
to be genetically normal. Furthermore, with 
existing echocardiographic diagnostic tech
nology, ectopic pregnancies are being de
tected earlier resulting in the opportunity 
for surgical removal of viable and intact 
fetal tissue in some of these cases. Indeed, in 
the case of the widely reported success story 
of fetal tissue transplantation into a young 
child from Texas for a devastating disease 
called Hurlars syndrome, the source of the 
successful transplant was an ectopic preg
nancy. 

NIH is committed to establishing the bank 
and determining its efficacy within one year 
of its initiation. Using this tissue we hope 
also to accelerate research to establish 
human fetal cell lines in laboratory cultures 
where they can be properly characterized, as
sured of being pathogen free, and in some 
cases genetically engineered to be of more 
therapeutic value. 

NIH exists to find the best ways to enhance 
the health and quality of life of the Amer
ican people. A simple extension of appropria-

tion authorization would be the most affec
tive way to continue our work. 

Sincerely yours, 
BERNADINE HEALY, M.D. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently, a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 260, nays 
148, not voting 26, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Blackwell 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 

[Roll No. 147) 

YEAS-260 

Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fas cell 
Fawell 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 

Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis(GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Machtley 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Molinari · 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Mµrtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 

Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson <MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 

Allard 
Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning· 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Clinger 
Coble 
Combest 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fields 
Fish 
Gallegly 
Gaydos 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hammerschmidt 

Alexander 
Anthony 
Barnard 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Collins (Ml) 
Dannemeyer 

Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 

NAYS-148 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kolter 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lightfoot 
Lowery (CA) 
Luken 
Mar Jenee 
Martin 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Miller (OH) 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Parker 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Poshard 
Quillen 
Rahall 
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Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Ramstad 
Ray 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Vander Jagt 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING--26 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dymally 
Fazio 
Hatcher 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Livingston 

Manton 
Michel 
Mink 
Oakar 
Packard 
Pelosi 
Schroeder 
Traxler 
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0 1416 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan for, w.ith Mr. 

LAGOMARSINO against. 
Mrs. BOXER for, with Mr. PACKARD 

against. 
Mr. LEVINE of California for, with Mr. 

LIVINGSTON against. 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. PELOSI. Madam Speaker, on the 

last vote I was at a location where the 
bells were not audible. 

Had I been present, I would have 
voted "aye" on the conference report 
on the NIH reauthorization bill. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker, 

I was in the same meeting where the 
bells did not ring. 

Had I been here, I would have voted 
"aye" on the conference report on the 
NIH bill. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. MINK. Madam Speaker, on the 

vote just taken on the NIH conference 
report, I was unavoidably detained at a 
meeting and unable to cast my vote. 

Had I been here, I would have voted 
"aye." 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. FAZIO. Madam Speaker, I missed 

the last vote on the National Institutes 
of Health reauthorization because I 
was in a room here in the Capitol in 
which no bells functioned. So I want to 
go on record as saying that if I had 
been here, I would have voted "aye" on 
the authorization, and I wish to be re
corded as such in the RECORD imme-

. diately following the vote. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid

ably absent on official business during rollcall 
votes Nos. 145 and 146. Had I been present 
on the House floor I would have cast my vote 
as follows: 

Rollcall No. 145: "Yea" on House Resolu
tion 471, Mr. GEPHARDT's resolution authoriz
ing the Sergeant at Arms to provide certain 
records to the Special Counsel relative to the 
operation of the House bank. 

Rollcall No. 146: "Yea" on House Resolu
tion 466, the rule providing for consideration of 
the National Institutes of Health reauthoriza
tion conference report. 

AUTHORIZING FUNDS FOR INVES
TIGATIONS AND STUDIES BY 
STANDING AND SELECT COMMIT
TEES OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on House Ad
ministration, I call up a privileged res
olution (H. Res. 379) providing amounts 
from the contingent fund of the House 
for the expenses of investigations and 
studies by standing and select commit
tees of the House in the 2d session of 
the 102d Congress, and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 379 
Resolved, That there shall be paid out of 

the contingent fund of the House in accord
ance with this primary expense resolution 
not more than the amount specified in sec
tion 2 for investigations and studies by each 
committee named in such section, including 
expenses-

(1) in the case of a committee named in 
section 3, for procurement of consultant 
services under section 2020) of the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act of 1946; and 

(2) in the case of a committee named in 
section 4, for provision of assistance for 
members of professional staff in obtaining 
specialized training under section 202(j) of 
such Act. 

SEC. 2. The committees and amounts re
ferred to in the first section are: Select Com
mittee on Aging, $1,650,197; Committee on 
Agriculture, $2,370,834; Committee on Armed 
Services, $2,833,694; Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs, $4,683,453; Select 
Committee on Children, Youth, and Fami
lies, $1,081,160; Committee on the District of 
Columbia, $397,626; Committee on Education 
and Labor, $4,527,765; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $6,992,081; Committee on For
eign Affairs, $4,299,933; Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, $4,051,337; Committee 
on House Administration, $2,079,350; Select 
Committee on Hunger, $719,392; Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, $130,000; 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
$2,294,516; Committee on the Judiciary, 
$2,846,343; Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, $2,548,069; Select Committee 
on Narcotics Abuse and Control, $802,426; 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
$2,111,864; Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, $3,526,439; Committee on 
Rules, $722,479; Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, $3,081,602; Committee 
on Small Business, $1,117,000; Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct, $400,000; Com
mittee on Veterans ' Affairs, $882,576; and 
Committee on Ways and Means, $5,280,493. 

SEC. 3. (a) Of the amounts provided for in 
section 2, each committee named in sub
section (b) may use not more than the 
amount specified in such subsection for con
sultant services under paragraph (1) of the 
first section. 

(b) The committees and amounts referred 
to in subsection (a) are: Committee on Agri
culture, $50,000; Committee on Armed Serv
ices, $40,000; Select Committee on Children, 
Youth, and Families, $10,000; Committee on 
the District of Columbia, $12,000; Committee 
on Education and Labor, $100,000; Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, $25,000; Commit
tee on Government Operations, $35,000; Com
mittee on House Administration, $225,000; 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel
ligence, $5,000; Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, $500; Committee on Post Office 

and Civil Service, $175,000; Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation, $50,000; 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology, $55,000; Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct, $250,000; Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs, $37,500; and Committee on 
Ways and Means, Sl0,000. 

SEC. 4. (a) Of the amounts provided for in 
section 2, each committee named in sub
section (b) may use not more than the 
amount specified in such subsection for spe
cialized training under paragraph (2) of the 
first section. 

(b) The committees and amounts referred 
to in subsection (a) are: Committee on Agri
culture, $9,000; Committee on Armed Serv
ices, $8,000; Committee on the District of Co-
1 umbia, $1,000; Committee on Education and 
Labor, $10,000; Committee on Government 
Operations, $2,000; Committee on House Ad
ministration, $20,000; Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence, $10,000; Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, $500; Committee 
on the Judiciary, $5,000; Committee on Pub
lic Works and Transportation, $30,000; Com
mittee on Rules, $4,500; Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, $18,000; 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, 
$5,000; and Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 
$2,500. 

SEC. 5. Payments under this resolution 
shall be made on vouchers authorized by the 
committee involved, signed by the chairman 
of such committee, and approved by the 
Committee on House Administration. 

SEC. 6. Amounts shall be available under 
this resolution for investigations and studies 
carried out during the period beginning at 
noon on January 3, 1992, and ending imme
diately before noon on January 3, 1993. 

SEC. 7. Amounts made available under this 
resolution shall be expended in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Commit
tee on House Administration. 

Mr. GAYDOS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
MURTHA). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
COMMITTEE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A 

SUBSTITUTE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Committee amendment in the nature of a 

substitute: Strike out all after the resolving 
clause and insert: 

H. RES. 379 
(1) in the case of a committee named in 

section 3, for procurement of consultant 
services under section 202(i) of the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act of 1946; and 

(2) in the case of a committee named in 
section 4, for provision of assistance for 
members of professional staff in obtaining 
specialized training under section 202(j) of 
such Act. 

SEC. 2. The committees and amounts re
ferred to in the first section are: Select Com
mittee on Aging, $1,542,240; Committee on 
Agriculture, $2,359,544; Committee on Armed 
Services, $2,627,451; Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs, $4,518,362; Select 
Committee on Children, Youth, and Fami
lies, $764,593; Committee on the District of 
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Columbia, $356,400; Committee on Education 
and Labor, $4,326,063; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $6,608,119; Committee on For
eign Affairs, $4,502,070; Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, $3,420,756; Committee 
on House Administration, $2,067,644; Select 
Committee on Hunger, $654,274; Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, $130,000; 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
$2,284,516; Committee on the Judiciary, 
$2,575,819; Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, $2,426,550; Select Committee 
on Narcotics Abuse and Control, $729,502; 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
$2,015,876; Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, $3,125,480; Committee on 
Rules, $722,479; Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, $3,031,973; Committee 
on Small Business, $1,103,530; Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct, $400,000; Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, $830,287; and 
Committee on Ways and Means, $5,100,260. 

SEC. 3. (a) Of the amounts provided for in 
section 2, each committee named in sub
section (b) may use not more than the 
amount specified in such subsection for con
sultant services under paragraph (1) of the 
first section. 

(b) The committees and amounts referred 
to in subsection (a) are: Committee on Agri
culture, $50,000; Committee on Armed Serv
ices, $40,000; Select Committee on Children, 
Youth, and Families, $10,000; Committee on 
the District of Columbia, $12,000; Committee 
on Education and Labor, $100,000; Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, $25,000; Commit
tee on Government Operations, $35,000; Com
mittee on House Administration, $225,000; 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel
ligence, $5,000; Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, $500; Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, $175,000; Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation, $50,000; 

~ Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology, $55,000; Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct, $25,000; Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs, $37,500; and Committee on 
Ways and Means, $10,000. 

SEC. 4. (a) Of the amounts provided for in 
section 2, each committee named in sub
section (b) may use not more than the 
amount specified in such subsection for spe
cialized training under paragraph (2) of the 
first section. 

(b) T.he committees and amounts referred 
to in subsection (a) are: Committee on Agri
culture, $9,000; Committee on Armed Serv
ices, $8,000; Committee on the District of Co-
1 umbia, $1,000; Committee on Education and 
Labor, $10,000; Committee on Government 
Operations, $2,000; Committee on House Ad
ministration, $20,000; Permanent Select Com
mittee on Intelligence, $10,000; Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, $500; Committee 
on the Judiciary, $5,000; Committee on Pub
lic Works and Transportation, $30,000; Com
mittee on Rules, $4,500; Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, $18,000; 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, 
$5,000; and Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 
$2,500. 

SEC. 5. The Committee on House Adminis
tration-

(1) shall, through House Information Sys
tems, develop, operate, maintain, and im
prove computer and information services for 
the House, including direct computer and in
formation systems support for Members, 
committees, administrative offices, and 
other governmental entities, and shall con
duct necessary investigations and studies of 
such services; 

(2) is authorized to receive reimbursement 
for services under paragraph (1) and to ex-

pend amounts so reimbursed in accordance 
with policies of the committee; and 

(3) is authorized to provide for professional 
development programs, office and personnel 
management consultation services, and peri
odic publication of handbooks, guides, bul
letins, and other items necessary for the 
House. 

SEC. 6. Payments under this resolution 
shall be made on vouchers authorized by the 
committee involved, signed by the chairman 
of such committee, and approved by the 
Committee on House Administration. 

SEC. 7. Amounts shall be available under 
this resolution for investigations and studies 
carried out during the period beginning at 
noon on January 3, 1992, and ending imme
diately before noon January 3, 1993. 

SEC. 8. Amounts made available under this 
resolution shall be expended in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Commit
tee on House Administration. 

SEC. 9. The Committee on House Adminis
tration shall have authority· to make adjust
ments in amounts for investigations and 
studies under section 2, if necessary to com
ply with an order of the President issued 
under section 254 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 or to 
conform to any reduction in appropriations 
for the purpose of such section 2. 

Mr. GAYDOS (during the reading). 
Mr .. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GAYDOS TO THE 

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A 
SUBSTITUTE 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment to the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GAYDOS to the 

committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute: Page 2, strike out line 11 and all 
that follows through page 3, line 9, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

SEC. 2. The Committees and amounts re
ferred to in the first section are: Select Com
mittee on Aging, $1,542,240; Committee on 
Agriculture, $2,257,937; Committee on Armed 
Services, · $2,464,082; Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs, $4,336,240; Select 
Committee on Children, Youth, and Fami
lies, $764,593; Committee on the District of 
Columbia, $342,035; Committee on Education 
and Labor, $4,110,649; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $6,287,459; Committee on For
eign Affairs, $3,840,825; Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, $3,282,875; Committee 
on House Administration, $1,941,450; Select 
Committee on Hunger, $654,274; Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence, $130,000; 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
$2,192,434; Committee on the Judiciary, 
$2,430,018; Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, $2,322,057; Select Cammi ttee 
on Narcotics Abuse and Control, $729,502; 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
$1,910,783; Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, $2,893,963; Committee on 
Rules, $722,479; Committee on Science, 

Space, and Technology, $2,901,410; Committee 
on Small Business, Sl ,055,000; Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct, $400,000; Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, $739,451; and 
Committee on Ways and Means, $4,780,000. 

Mr. GAYDOS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute be considered as read and print
ed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAY
DOS] is recognized for 1 hour. 

D 1420 
Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, for pur

poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GILLMOR], 'the ranking 
minority member of the Subcommittee 
on Accounts, pending which I yield my
self such time as I may consume, with 
the understanding that any additional 
time which I may yield will be subject 
to the specific limitation, for debate 
purposes only. 

Before explaining this amendment, I 
wish to indicate how we arrived at the 
present situation. 

The funding resolution is the product 
of a very exacting and detailed 
commnittee budget review process 
which begins after the adoption of the 
previous year's resolution. Specifi
cally, during the year subcommittee 
staff monitors and reviews committee 
expenditures on a monthly basis. This 
task is an important oversight func
tion that is often overlooked. 

The resolution before the House, 
today, began to take shape in a sys
tematic way in November and Decem
ber of last year. At that time, sub
committee staff met with each of the 
committees' top staff persons to review 
expenditures for 1991 and budget plans 
for 1992. These meetings for the most 
part facilitated the submission of ra
tional, timely, and thorough budgets 
from the committees for 1992. 

In early February, the committees 
submitted detailed budgets to the Sub
committee on Accounts for consider
ation and review. At this time, I wish 
to thank all of the chairmen, the chair
woman, and the ranking minority 
members from the respective commit
tees, and their staffs. Their coopera
tion enabled us to evaluate all the 
budgetary requests in a thorough and 
timely manner. 

Upon receipt of these budgets, the 
staff provided the subcommittee mem
bers with a very detailed analysis of 
each budget submission in preparation 
for hearings on each budget proposal. 
These hearings were conducted during 
the last week of February and the first 
week of March. At the hearings, testi
mony was heard from each chairman 
and ranking minority member which 
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was subject to questioning by the sub- resentatives with the exception of the 
committee members. committees on appropriations and the 

At the conclusion of the hearing budget for 1992. The total authorization 
process, the subcommittee conducted a for 1991, excluding funding for HIS, was 
markup session on March 11 at which it $55,050,356. Therefore, the total amount 
reported the committee amendment in contained in the pending amendment 
the nature of a substitute which is represents a decrease of .03 percent 
pending before the House today. This from this total 1991 authorization. Fur
bipartisan committee amendment was thermore, the amendment. in effect, 
reported from full committee on March cuts the sum of all the amounts re-
19. The committee amendment was re- quested by the committees in their 
ported from both the subcommittee original expense resolutions for 1992 by 
and full committee by unanimous voice $6,398,873. 
vote and it reflected a 4.9-percent over- It should be noted that the Federal 
all increase. pay comparability adjustment [COLA] 

The overall increase of 4.9 percent for most Federal workers is 4.2 percent. 
was justified on grounds that the This amendment provides no additional 
amount was within the appropriation funds to any committee for the COLA. 
&.nd that it provided for the 4.2-percent The amendment, also, does not provide 
Federal pay comparability increase any additional funds to compensate for 
[COLA] and the inflation factor of 3.3 . the 3.3-percent projected rate of infla
percent [CPI]. Furthermore, it was jus- tion for 1992. The bottom line is that 
tified when measured against the ap- the level of funding in our pending au
proved administrative and personnel thorization will require tough fiscal 
budgets of several executive branch discipline and perhaps, we shall set an 
agencies. For example, a review of ex- example for other governmental enti
ecutive branch department budget au- ties. 
thority for the 1992 fiscal year indi- On the subject of pay equity, as 
cated that several entities received chairman of the Subcommittee on Ac
large increases over 1991 fiscal year counts, I have encouraged the commit
budget authority in their administra- tee chairmen and the ranking minority 
tive and personnel accounts. members to review their compensation 

Thus, by March 19, the subcommittee practices on a continuing basis to as
and the committee had discharged its sure that there is no prohibited dis
obligations regarding the funding of crimination: This encouragement was 
committees in a very timely, profes- made during the hearings and in the 
sional, and thorough manner. It deliv- preliminary meetings between the staff 
ered a bipartisan agreement to the of the accounts subcommittee and 
House for consideration. their staff directors of the respective 

Concerning the rationale for amend- committees. During the past 8 years, 
ing the committee amendment, it is improvements have been made. More 
based on a sense of what the majority and more women are occupying key 
of Members desire. These are difficult policymaking positions at the sub
financial times for the country. We are committee and full committee levels. 
in a recession and the availability of For example, women hold the position 
Government funds is very limited. Ac- of staff director on the Committee on 
cordingly, adoption of this amendment Education and Labor, the Committee 
would set an example and restrain the on Agriculture, the Committee on Post 
growth of committee funding this year Office and Civil Service, Select Com
by freezing the 1992 authorization at mittee on Children, Youth and Fami
the 1991 level. lies, and the position of General Coun-

Accordingly, my amendment to the sel on the Committee on Armed Serv
committee amendment reduces the ices. On the Committee on House Ad
funding level for each committee from ministration the minorit::,r staff direc
the level provided in the committee tor is a woman. These are but a few of 
amendment with the exception of the many examples indicating substantial 
three committees seeking no addi- progress. 
tional funds for 1992-Committee on Since this funding resolution will be 
Rules, Committee on Standards of Offi- the final one that I present to the 
cial Conduct, and the Permanent Se- House, I wish, at this time, to acknowl
lect Committee on Intelligence. The edge my deep appreciation to all Mem
amendment accomplishes this reduc- bers who have served on the Accounts 
tion by providing a substitute amount Subcommittee with me during the full 
for each of the 22 committees seeking 8 years of my chairmanship. In particu
increases. This substitute amount is lar, I thank AL SWIFT, MARY ROSE 
equal to each committees' 1991 author- OAKAR, SAM GEJDENSON, FRANK ANNUN
ized amount. The amounts provided to ZIO, BILL THOMAS and PAUL GILLMOR. I 
the other three committees are iden- am indebted to each of you for your 
tical to the amounts contained in the hard work, wise counsel, and vigorous 
committee amendment. support over the years. If nothing else, 

As a result of this reduction, the I think that all of us have exemplified 
amendment would establish a total au- the congressional decisionmaking proc
thorization of $55,031,756 for investiga- ess at its best. Our budget review proc~ 
tions and studies by all standing and ess and markups should serve as a 
select committees of the House of Rep- model to others. Our work together has 

demonstrated that Members with dif
ferent and sometimes very strong 
views can reach a sound rational con
sensus if attempted with consideration, 
cooperation, and good faith. 

Finally, I urge my colleagues to vote 
in favor of the amendment, the com
mittee amendment as amended, and 
the resolution. 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like first to rec
ognize Chairman GAYDOS for his dili
gent efforts and hard work as chairman 
of the Accounts Subcommittee. He has 
been a pleasure to work with and he 
will be very much missed in the next 
Congress. 

This has been a very unusual year in 
Congress, to which many of us can at
test. The Members of this Congress are 
facing some very harsh realities, which 
will result in many Members not re
turning to Congress next year. There 
are those who have been elected and 
have decided not to run for re-election 
due to their frustration, due to their 
inability to make a difference in rep
resenting their constituents. 

This frustration has become a two
edged sword as many of our constitu
ents have lost faith in our collective 
ability to represent them in giving 
them good government. 

Many of our fellow Americans are 
simply saying that we are out of touch. 
The time has come when we are seeing 
a national anti-incumbent movement 
developing. Many of our constituents 
are saying they have had enough of 
high taxes, increased spending, and 
mindless projects that have received fi
nancial support here. 

Now, I mention those things because 
it is in that context, in the public cli
mate, that we consider this resolution 
for the funding of our committees. 

The Accounts Subcommittee origi
nally looked to providing committee 
funding along the lines of the COLA, 
which for this year is 4.2 percent. In 
fact, the committee resolution re
ported by ~he full committee was 4.9 
percent. After that, many Members of 
this Chamber looked to their home
front and they saw that their constitu
ents did not receive a COLA in their 
paychecks; rather, many of them were 
faced with financial setbacks from un
employment to health insurance costs. 

The internal operations of this House 
are being scrutinized as they have 
never been scrutinized before. We are 
being held accountable for our every 
action. 

I support the amendment to be of
fered to lower the committee funding 
from that reported to the freeze level, 
at last year's level. 

Over the past 30 years, we have seen 
our committees increase dramatically, 
not only in staff numbers but in the 
dollars that we give them. I think we 
are fortunate to have some truly out
standing people working on the staff of 
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this House and in our offices; but in 
fact, since 1960 the congressional staff 
has tripled in numbers. 

Select committees which have no 
legislative jurisdiction have been cre
ated. over the years. While many of 
these select committees do excellent 
work, they do consume more funds 
year by year. 

It is time that the structure of our 
committees be evaluated and be as
sessed wherein their jurisdiction lies. 
Complaints of overlapping jurisdiction 
with staff members from different com
mittees doing the same work are com
mon. While it is not within the juris
diction of the Accounts Subcommittee 
to restructure the committee system, 
it is within that subcommittee's juris
diction to affect the purse strings. 

Representation on our committees 
should be reformed to allow for the 
one-third ratio which Republicans have 
sought for the minority in order to be 
effective. 

There have, and I commend the 
chairman of the subcommittee, been in 
recent years some modest progress 
made in that direction. 

Today we are going· to be bringing to 
the floor an amendment which will 
freeze all the committees' budgets to 
last year's level. 

D 1430 
The 0:;1ly exception is Intelligence, 

which will receive $130,000 less than 
their buc~get last year and which is 
what they requested this year. Thus 
the amendment will actually represent 
a 3/lOOths-percent increase in actual 
dollars. But I think it is worth point
ing out that the freeze amendment in 
fact is a cut because in real dollars ad
justed for inflation the freeze is a cut 
in terms of purchasing power. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. GLICKMAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I thank the gen
tleman .for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment 
the chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAYDOS], for coming in with a freeze on 
committee budgets as opposed to an in
crease in committee funding. I know 
this is a difficult thing for people 
around here who have been accustomed 
to continuous increases over the years. 
I do not want to be self-righteous about 
this, but I do believe at a time when we 
are talking about potential major cuts 
as a result of a constitutional amend
ment to balance the budget, when we 
are talking about programs all over 
this country being cut and when people 
believe that charity "begins at home," 
that it is appropriate for us to live a 
little bit by example by cutting, or at 
least freezing, our committee budgets. 
But this year I think it is appropriate 
that Congress looks as if it is hearing 

the message from the American people 
that some of the excesses in Govern
ment need to be stopped. 

So I want to compliment the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ROSE], the chairman of the full com
mittee, and the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GAYDOS], chairman of the 
subcommittee, as well as some of my 
colleagues here in the House, such as 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY], the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DURBIN], and others who have been 
the leaders trying to make sure that 
the committee budgets are restrained 
during a very difficult year in this 
country. 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. BARRETT]. 

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of a 
freeze on committee funding. This is 
my second year serving with my col
league Congressman GILLMOR as a ref
eree in the game of committee funding. 
This year the game has taken an inter
esting twist, and has essentially gone 
into overtime. 

The minority began this committee 
funding adventure with a game plan 
that targeted an increase of only 4.2 
percent, for cost-of-living adjustments. 
While reviewing budget proposals in 
the subcommittee on accounts, the mi
nority tried to keep the budget allow
ances as close to that mark as we 
could, without cutting our own pre
cious and few committee staffers. 

As we approached the March 30 dead
line, albeit, what we thought was the 
end of the game, it became clear that 
in these tough economic times, it 
would be wise for Congress to do as 
many American families have had to 
do, and cut back on our expenses. 

Thus, the game of committee funding 
went into overtime, and these commit
tees continued to operate on 1991 fund
ing levels. As we prepare to end this 
game, and pass a final resolution, an 
interesting question presents itself. 
That question is: Who are the winners 
and losers? 

It would seem that because Congress 
will be spending less money, the Amer
ican taxpayers would be the winners. 
I{owever, my fear is that the minority 
staff of these committees will be the 
losers, once the budget cuts come 
down. Right now the minority receives 
approximately 20 percent of total com
mittee funding, some receive more, and 
others less. This barely gives the mi
nority enough staff and resources to 
keep up with the majority. 

However, let us think about what 
would happen if the minority received 
less. If the minority did not receive 
enough funding to adequately do our 
job, could Congress really be consid
ered representative of the American 
people? Would alternative plans even 
be adequately studied and considered? 

Probably not. While this may sound 
great to those in the majority party, 
the lack of consideration of minority 
views, would ultimately make the 
American people the losers in this 
game. 

Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly sup
port the reduction of Government 
spending, but if cuts are going to be 
made, I want an assurance that these 
cuts will be fair. I understand that the 
minority submitted legislation that 
guaranteed that the minority funding 
would also remain at 1991 levels, if a 
funding freeze occurred. Unfortunately, 
this request was rejected. 

I think Congressman GILLMOR and 
his hard-working staff for their work 
on this matter, as well as the House 
Administration Committee staff, who 
put in many hours on what is usually a 
noncontroversial issue. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii 
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE]. 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to oppose this 
freeze. I think it is incredible that the 
minority can come up here and ask to 
have it both ways. If you do not think 
the people working for your staffs are 
worth the money, if you do not think 
they are worthy of their labor, then 
say so. They are right here on the 
floor. Turn around and tell them they 
are not worth the money. The people 
who work on the staffs of all the com
mittees work for the people of the 
United States, and they do terrific 
service for them. 

To try and blame the staffs and have 
them take the heat for profligate 
spending by this Congress or by the ad
ministration is totally unfair. It is vic
timizing them. 

Every public employee across the 
country who is out there doing their 
job, that man or woman doing the job 
on behalf of the people, on behalf of 
justice and on behalf of opportunity for 
everybody in the country, is being vic
timized by this kind of an attitude. 

You say your constituents are wor
ried about it. Your constituents have 
been the victims of the Reagan/Bush 
administrations for the last 12 years. 
And if you want to set the blame, then 
set it where it belongs. 

Why take it out on the people that 
are doing the work for us? We get ter
rific service. I am on the Committee on 
Armed Services, the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs and the Se
lect Committee on Aging, and I defy 
you to find a better group of people 
who work on a nonpartisan basis for 
everybody in this country. To make 
them bear the burden of some body 
standing up politically, to take a shot 
at you, who say you are paying too 
much, who say that you are not doing 
your job, if you cannot stand up to 
that, what are you doing in the Con
gress? Why are you making the em-
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ployees of the people of the United 
States stand in for you because you 
cannot take the heat? 

And to stand up and argue now that 
you want to make sure that your em
ployees get the full funding, after 
standing up here saying that those 
folks are not entitled to the money 
that they have earned, is the ultimate 
hypocrisy. Stand up now and turn 
around and tell the people sitting on 
this floor who work for you that they 
are not worth the money. Otherwise 
you are hypocrites. . 

I am not going to be a hypocrite. I 
am voting for the people who work for 
the people of the United States their 
full share. And if somebody wants to 
take me on, or any other Member, and 
say that we are spending too much 
money, I am willing to take that shot 
any time, not make people who are 
earning their money have to take the 
shots for us. 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire as to how much time we have 
left on this side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURTHA). Each side has 22 minutes re
maining. 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. THOM
AS], the ranking member of the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speakn, now back to the matter 
at hand. For over a decade I have 
worked on this committee, originally 
on the Subcommittee on Accounts. 
Now it has been my pleasure to turn 
that work over to some other folks
but on the full committee, I serve with 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAYDOS]. I know that in many in
stances we are required to assume par
tisan positions. My guess is that before 
this vote is finally recorded, there will 
be some partisan positions assumed. 

So prior to doing that, I want to let 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAYDOS] know that in the years that I 
have worked directly with him, which 
was the better part of a decade, I did 
not work with a fairer , more reason
able person or one who attempted to 
make things work if it was at all pos
sible. You cannot ask for more than 
that in this business. Unfortunately, it 
is not found often enough. 

D 1440 
I am sorry he is leaving, but I en

joyed very much the working relation
ship and the friendship that I had with 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAYDOS]. 

During that same time period, Mr. 
Speaker, while working with the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, committees 
have been and still are statutorily re
quired to have a one-third ratio be
tween the majority and the minority. 
The- minority gets one-third of the 
staffing and resources. 

In the area of investigative employ
ees, a growing area over the last sev
eral decades. there were no hard and 
fast structures. There were no guide
lines, and so there was a tremendous 
diversity between committees. Some 
committees honor the one-third struc
ture in their investigative funding, as 
well as in their statutory funding. The 
Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation and the Committee on Agri
culture, are two that readily come to 
mind. There are others, however. Some 
committees were not conducted in that 
fashion. It was deplorable, the way in 
which the investigative staff was con
trolled, frankly, by the majority and 
some of the chairmen. 

Over the decades we have seen the 
chairmen change. We have seen an atti
tudinal change among the Democrats 
which has resulted in a structural 
change in dealing with investigative 
staff leading to 1989 committee report 
language filed by the Committee on 
House Administration which said; 

The minority has proposed that, during 
this funding cycle, investigative staff posi
tions designated for the minority be at least 
20% of the total number of the investigative 
staff positions on each committee. The mi
nority proposes to increase this percentage 
annually over the next few years until it 
reaches 33%. When -committees use biparti
san or non-partisan staff, the minority has 
indicated that an agreement needs to be 
reached as to a reasonable percentage alloca
tion between majority and minority staff po
sitions. The majority agrees with these prin
ciples but believes that the minority pro
posal cannot be achieved without additional 
funding as well as through attrition. 

There were two ways to reach this 
goal, through attrition, where possible , 
but through additional funding as well. 

This did not become the Democrat 
caucus rule; in fact, it was stood on its 
head. Rule XXXIV, paragraph Fin the 
Democrats' rules says that the com
mittee caucus shall not be required to 
provide for more than 20 percent of the 
total funding for minority investiga
tive staff for the full committee and 
each subcommittee of that committee. 
It became a ceiling rather than a floor. 

Notwithstanding that rule, there are 
a number of committees that continue 
to honor the one-third provision, and 
there are a number of committees that 
are striving to reach the 20 percent. 

Both sides of the aisle began the dis
cussion this year focusing on the 4.2 
percent number. A 4.9-percent number 
was agreed to in the committee, and I 
think everybody on the floor needs to 
know that everything above the 4.2 
number went to the minority. It was 
our commitment to fulfill the agree
ment to move to reasonable investiga
tive numbers through attrition or addi
tional funding, and the additional fund
ing above the freeze at the 4.2 COLA 
level went to the Republicans, went to 
the minority. We committed to support 
that. 

However, Mr. Speaker, as we began 
discussing what could or could not be 

done, frankly things began to slip in 
terms of some kind of reasonable com
ity between the groups. First it was a 
4.2 across-the-board with no examina
tion whatsoever in terms of the func
tions of the committees, whether or 
not they even had the ability to move 
legislation. We currently have a num
ber of committees called select com
mittees that are growing in size, con
suming resources, but have no legisla
tive function. At some point, Mr. 
Speaker, we are going to have to exam
ine whether or not we can continue to 
treat these committees as though they 
were full legislative committees with 
the power to move legislation, espe
cially in light of the kind of amend
ment which is now being offered, a 
freeze across the board at 1991 levels. 

This background, Mr. Speaker, is to 
provide you with a bit of concern about 
the way in which the amendment has 
been presented, as the minority has 
been willing to vote for more than this 
amount. If it was to assist the commit
tee's agreed-upon agenda in changing 
the ratios of the investigative staff, it 
seems entirely appropriate that, if we 
entered into a freeze, that there be an 
understanding on the part of the ma
jority that the committee chairmen do 
not find the money they believe they 
need between the 1991 freeze and a 4.2-
percent increase out of the Repub
licans' budget. 

This is likely to happen. We were 
hopeful that the majority would own 
up to its commitment in terms of hon
oring a continued professionalization 
on the side of the minority and provide 
language in the amendment which 
would not allow the chairmen to take 
money away from the minority. We did 
not want language which specified 
fixed dollar amounts. We simply re
quested that the chairmen and the 
ranking members work it out between 
them. It might be entirely possible 
that shifts in funding between the mi
nority and the majority would solve 
both of their problems. 

I am sorry to say that I believe that 
the vote today is a step backward. It is 
a step backward, one, because it re
moves the continued working together 
of the majority and the minority on 
the Committee on House Administra
tion to professionalize the committee 
staffs on both sides of the aisle. Sec
ond, by failure to include any kind of 
language which indicates that the com
mittee was willing to honor its pre
vious agreement, it appears as though 
that agreement has been repudiated, 
that we have not moved forward , we 
have moved backward. In the area of 
committee funding of investigative 
staff, when the majority on one com
mittee has 120-plus staffers and the mi
nority has less than two dozen, when it 
is a 6-to-1 and a 7-to-1 ratio, and there 
is no willingness to even protect that 
feeble allocation, then it is a clear in
dication to me that the majority of the 

• "I ' • - - -- .... J - - •• J '•..Jo ....... _. -·-·--....&.&o"'••L.:...,. . .,, .. - ...... , ......... .._ ... -. .-..i. .......... ... 



May 28, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 12827 
committee is giving in to a number of 
Members on their side of the aisle who 
have never been happy with the fact 
that the minority could possibly have a 
professional staff, that the minority 
could reach a .: a.tio of three members to 
each staff, or even two members to 
each staff, to begin to counter the 
Democrats' two staffers to each mem
ber or three staffers to each member 
ratio. 

Mr. Speaker, that condition is intol
erable, and to the degree this resolu
tion not only perpetuates it, but allows 
it to slip in terms of a ratio , this Mem
ber is willing to enter into any kind of 
activities necessary to communicate to 
the majority that the decision we are 
making today in terms of funding is 
clearly secondary and unimportant 
compared to the slippage of what I 
thought was a firm commitment on the 
part of the majority of the committee 
to allow the minority side to continue 
to professionalize itself. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. SWIFT]. 

0 1450 
Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, House Res

olution 379 was reported by the Com
mittee on House Administration at 4.9 
percent, an increase that represented a 
fair and bipartisan approach in com
mittee to funding all the committees 
of the House. This essential task has 
not always been undertaken in the har
monious spirit of bipartisanship which 
was evidenced this year by our com
mittee's unanimous vote in support of 
the subcommittee's version of House 
Resolution 379. 

When Chairman GAYDOS assumed the 
leadership of the Subcommittee on Ac
counts in 1985, the vote on the funding 
resolution drew 158 nays. By 1988, the 
no votes were down to 104; and last 
year only 58 Members voted against the 
resolution. That trend line resulted 
from the bipartisan approach of Chair
man GAYDOS and a sincere recognition 
that funding levels needed to be set 
with restraint. 

During his years, the issue of pay eq
uity for women employees, was consist
ently pursued. When Chairman GAYDOS 
took over the leadership of the sub
committee there were no women com
mittee staff directors. Today there are 
four, with several chief counsels, as 
well. 

Supplemental funding resolutions 
were routinely granted in the 1970's, if 
a committee ran out of money during 
the year. They were never granted 
under Chairman GAYDOS, except in rare 
cases of institutional emergency such 
as judicial impeachment or ethics in
vestigations. The average annual in
crease in committee funding since 1985 
to the present is only 2.5 percent. 

Chairman GAYDOS will retire after 
this session. He can be proud of this 
evenhanded stewardship of this impor-

tant subcommittee over the last 8 
years. 

Unfortunately, partisan rancor has 
replaced comity lately and threatens 
to undermine the progress which has 
been made. The amended version of 
House Resolution 379 which is before 
you, provides for a freeze across the 
board, except for one committee who 
requested less this year than they re
ceived last year. The approach we take 
this year sidetracks the bipartisan 
process established by Chairman GAY
DOS. We should all hope that it can be 
reestablished after the current feeding 
frenzy within this institution is over. 
In the meantime, we need to recognize 
the progress which has been made and 
thank you, JOE for a job well done. 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. JAMES]. 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, the trouble 
with this committee funding freeze 
proposal is that it comes too late. 

Had Congress fro2len funding for com
mittee staffs and for many other pro
grams in recent years, the Federal 
budget deficit would not be nearing 
$400 billion a year. And debt service 
would not consume over 40 percent of 
the individual income taxes we pay an
nually. 

But Congress did not exercise that 
sort of discipline. It did not vote for 
freezes when they could have kept us 
out of the budget crunch we now face. 

As a consequence, an occasional 
freeze is not enough. Budget cuts rein
forced by a constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget are essential if 
we are going to get the Nation's finan
cial house in order. 

So really I am going to vote no on 
the previous question, and hope there 
will be an amendment which will pro
vide a further reduction, hopefully a 5-
percent reduction. I think there is 
planned to be one . 

If the budget is to be balanced, with 
or without a constitutional amend
ment, we must begin to actually cut 
spending. And what better place to 
start .than right here, with the commit
tees of the House of Representatives. 

Cutting committee funding would set 
the tone and establish the precedent 
for cuts in other Federal programs. It 
would tell the country that Congress is 
serious about cutting spending and 
that it will not exempt itself from the 
cuts. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ROSE] , the chairman of the Committee 
on House Administration. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAYDOS], the chairman of the Sub
committee on Accounts of the Commit
tee on House Administration. Let me 
join those voices that have given much 
deserved praise to JOE GAYDOS, who 
through the years has guided the Sub-

committee on Accounts and produced 
extremely good results for all the com
mittees of the House. Chairman GAY
DOS is going to be greatly missed on 
the Cammi ttee on House Administra
tion, but I am sure we will have an op
portuni ty to call on his abilities from 
time to time in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, let me pick up on some
thing the gentleman from California 
[Mr. THOMAS] mentioned. Members 
heard the gentleman talk about how 
the Committee on Accounts very care
fully crafted a 4.9-percent increased 
budget, and that everything over 4.2 
percent went to the minority. 

Then I listened to the gentleman 
very carefully, and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. THOMAS] said some
where after that, the lines of comity 
sort of broke down. 

Mr. Speaker, my impression of what 
broke down was that not because of the 
gentleman, by any means, or anybody 
on the committee, but the decision was 
made somewhere on your side of the 
aisle that they were not going to put 
any votes behind what the gentleman 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GILLMOR] and your colleagues had 
done. So the gentleman was left with 
the rest of us supporting a 4.9-percent 
package coming out of committee, and 
he had to back away from that posi
tion. I feel very badly about that. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROSE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

What occurred, I believe, was a dis
cussion in the committee about the 
ability to move that percentage on the 
floor. I think the gentleman heard as
surances that our leadership was sup
porting that position. It was the gen
tleman's side of the aisle that ques
tioned that number, and the agreement 
began to break down. 

Where I was concerned was following 
that, and the subsequent decision to 
move to 4.2 percent, and now to a 
freeze. It has been done in a way that 
we have not assessed the workloads of 
the committees. When you are adding 
money to the pile, it is less urgent to 
examine workloads and rules of the 
committees . When you are subtracting 
money from the pile, I think it is abso
lutely critical that you examine what 
committees can do and cannot do. 
There has been no critical examination 
of those committees that simply have 
no legislative jurisdiction, but they are 
being carried along with the rest of 
them. At some point we need to sit 
down and begin to examine in a tight 
money time which committees do the 
work, and which committees do not. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I will yield to the gent leman 
further on another point in · just a 
minute that I am sure we need to dis-
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cuss together. But basically I went to 
the Members on my side of the aisle 
and said, "Who will support a 4.2-per
cent increase?" We were pretty close to 
200 people, but without having suffi
cient votes on this side, and without 
any assistance from the other side, 
that is why we agreed to go to this 
freeze. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell you why this 
is a problem. All of our office staffs got 
4.2-percent increases in January. All of 
the statutory staffs around here that 
are not covered by the Speaker's pay 
order got 4.2 percent. Members of Con
gress and everybody under the Speak
er's pay order got 3.5 percent. 

The executive branch of Government 
gave 4.2 percent to all of the white col
lar workers, and most of the commit
tee chairmen gave 4.2 percent to the in
vestigative staffs in January. 

Basically what we are saying now to 
the committee chairmen is you have 
got to eat the 4.2-percent increase that 
you gave to your investigative staff in 
January. You either have to take it 
away from them, or you have to col
lapse the work of the committee to 
make up for that. 

The gentleman rightfully asked that 
there be assurances given with respect 
to the division of the funds remaining 
for 1992. I would say the committee 
chairmen are going to have to look at 
the work of their committees and 
make decisions on what they have in 
front of them for the remainder of 1992, 
and then make those decisions. 

I would say this, though, to all the 
committee chairmen, and I think my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. THOMAS], whom I enjoy work
ing with very much, I think the gen
tleman would agree, the committee 
chairmen should be very careful to be 
fair in the division of these funds for 
the remainder of 1992, because the gen
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS] 
and I will be monitoring that very 
closely. Then next year is another 
budget cycle, and we will begin in Jan
uary of next hopefully to prepare for 
the next Congress, if we are reelected. 

D 1500 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, if the gentleman will con
tinue to yield, there may be some 
Members that assume that a COLA is 
automatic and has to be given to ev
erybody and their committee budget is 
trouble, but I can assure the gentleman 
that this Member's office does not 
automatically pass through anything, 
but ensures that it is merit that deter
mines whether or not even something 
like a cost of living is received by staff. 

I know that there are committees 
that are in part run in that fashion. 
When the chairman indicates that the 
committees are going to have to eat 
the reduction, the concern of this 
Member is that it is not Republicans 
that are eating. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I agree. 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, both of us know and can name 
those committees that are of great 
concern to us. If the chairman will as
sure me that this will be one of the pri
mary considerations in exammmg 
committee funding and that those com
mittees which, in· fact, require the mi
nority to suffer during this period, 
which we hope is temporary, will be 
scrutinized in terms of the amount of 
money that they are to receive, that is 
not nearly as satisfactory a position as 
requiring the chairman and the rank
ing member to work together to come 
to an agreement as a team on a com
mittee, but at least it is an assurance 
that those Members who might be par
tially consumed can at least get some 
kind of assistance after the fact . 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I give the 
gentleman that assurance. 

I would also remind the committee 
chairmen, they know that the gen
tleman and I attempt to work together 
by unanimous agreement on what we 
do in the committee and that many of 
the chairmen have come to me and 
said, "We have worked with Mr. Thom
as. He ought to be happy with us now 
because we are giving the minority 
more of what they need for the work of 
the committee." 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will con
tinue to yield, on that point there is no 
question there is more cooperation on 
a number of committees. It is a much 
better working atmosphere. Those are 
not the committees we are concerned 
about. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I under
stand. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman knows and un
derstands the committees. It, in part, 
is a reflection of the chairmen of those 
committees. And to the degree the 
chairman assures me, which he has, 
that the funding of the committee the 
next year will in large part be reflected 
on the basis of the way in which they 
handl~ the difficulties during this pe
riod, then this gentleman is minimally 
satisfied. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I would add, 
and the gentleman does not need to re
spond to that, it would not be any 
other way because the gentleman 
would not agree to anything if I did not 
agree to that. So that is the bottom 
line. 

I see one of our colleagues from Ala
bama out in the audience, who many 
Members told me they thought he ran , 
and on our side of the aisle , they 
thought he ran his full committee staff 
for a number of years, until the current 
chairman came in place. But he did a 
good job. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GAYDOS] for his 
magnificent work here. I urge my col
leagues to vote for this freeze, and I 

urge that the committee chairmen be, 
as we have said with the gentleman 
from California [Mr. THOMAS], very fair 
and judicious in the way they handle 
the rest of the year's money. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my committee chairman for 
those kind remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Gaydos amendment and 
the 1992 committee funding resolution. 
Let me take just a moment to com
mend Chairman GAYDOS for his respon
sible handling of this resolution. 

As reported from the Cammi ttee on 
House Administration, House Resolu
tion 379, provided for $57.8 million in 
committee funding, nearly a 5-percent 
increase over 1991. Many of us on both 
sides of the aisle found a $2.7-million 
increase over 1991 levels excessive 
given our budget deficit and the need 
to tighten our internal belt and clean 
up the general operation of the House. 

Along with our colleagues CHARLIE 
STENHOLM and DAN GLICKMAN, I was 
prepared to move to defeat the pre
vious question in order to make a 
freeze-level amendment in order. For
tunately with the cooperation of the 
committee, such an action is not nec
essary. 

This funding resolution is a respon
sible action on our part and should not 
disrupt committee operations. In fact , 
a little belt tightening and reorganiza
tion of subcommittee and committee 
activities is needed. Hopefully, we can 
swiftly move to consider the Hamilton
Gradison resolution to set up a com
mittee to in part study committee op
erations. With reorganization, addi
tional committee funding reductions 
may follow. 

Let me also challenge the Appropria
tions Committees to carefully scruti-

. nize all executive branch funding re
quests. I intend to do my own review 
and, if necessary, offer floor amend
ments to reduce administrative fund
ing for Cabinet agencies and depart
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, again I commend Chair
man GAYDOS for his handling of this 
resolution and for graciously accepting 
the concerns earlier expressed by my
self and others. I urge an aye vote on 
the resolution. 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. NUSSLE]. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. NUSSLE]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Iowa [Mr. NUSSLE] is rec
ognized for 21/2 minutes. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Maybe the genteman from Minnesota 
[Mr. PENNY] before he leaves can an
swer a question for me. I have a letter 
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indicating that he was willing to cut 
funding for committee staff and willing 
to introduce a bill and a resolution 
similar to the one that I would like to 
introduce today, which would cut fund
ing 5 percent. 

I cannot believe some of the con
versations I have had, as a new Member 
of Congress, with the different commit
tee members as we have worked 
through the committee funding bills 
individually on the different commit
tees on which I serve. 

I remember when I was at a commit
tee hearing over this resolution and we 
were talking about how much money 
was necessary to increase funding this 
year. And I was having a colloquy with 
one of my chairmen and I said, "How 
does this work? You just come up here 
and you ask for 7 percent and you real
ly hope for 5 and so you ask for a little 
bit more, knowing that you are going 
to get cut?" 

And he said, "That is basically how 
it works." 

I said, "Isn't that a game?" 
He said, "Yes, it is kind of a budget 

game that we play around here." 
I said, "Isn't it time to stop that 

game playing?" 
I mean, there are some people out 

there that are listening, Mr. Speaker, 
that do not get to play that game, 
when they are sitting around their cof
fee table balancing their checkbook, 
trying to decide what bills to pay dur
ing the month. They do not get to play 
that game. They do not get to decide 
that they get to spend a little bit extra 
here, ask for a little bit more so that 
they have a little bit, so that if they 
get cut, they actually get to spend ex
actly what they wanted. 

We play that game. We ask for a lit
tle bit, knowing that we are going to 
get cut, so that we can justify our ex
istence. 

I jus't do not think that is right. I 
would like to defeat the previous ques
tion. I would like to suggest to Mem
bers of Congress that they defeat the 
previous question so that we can intro
duce a resolution that would cut com
mittee funding 5 percent. 

I think that is reasonable. I think 
that is justified, especially when just 
this last week, I heard another com
mittee chairman come before the 
media and say that this balanced budg
et amendment that we have coming up 
is going to be so difficult because we 
cannot find any places to cut. 

I would suggest that we could find 
maybe one little place to cut right here 
and now, and I. think this is a good 
place to start. Why not start today? 

If it is going to be so difficult next 
year, why not just start today? 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NUSSLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, how does the gentleman pro-

pose to deal with the majority/minor
ity problem that I outlined earlier? 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I think 
one of the ways that my resolution, if 
we could defeat the previous question, 
and if I have the opportunity to intro
duce it, it would cut 5 percent on both 
sides, which is fair, 5 percent for the 
majority side, 5 percent for the minor
ity side. That way they cannot play 
around with the gamesmanship that we 
always hear about. 

Let us not even get to that point. Let 
us say 5 percent for one side, 5 percent 
for the other side. 

I think that is fair. It is a fair way to 
dispose of this. It is a fair way to move 
the process along. It is a fair way to 
talk about what we can do individually 
as Members of Congress in order to get 
ourselves back into fiscal sanity. 

I ask my colleagues to defeat the pre
vious question. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NUSSLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, is the 
gentleman cognizant of the fact that as 
of this time, the appropriation already 
has been set and that the resolution 
that I have finally proposed does cut 5 
percent? 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman explain to all of us how that 
would work? 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, it is 
not how it would work, it is working if 
we pass this resolution in the form 
that I have submitted. It would be a 5-
percent cut in the appropriation. 

Mr. NUSSLE. It would be easy for 
the gentleman to make that state
ment. We do not believe that on this 
side. We would like to know how that 
would work. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, not how 
it works, it will be an accomplishment. 
It will be a 5-percent cut. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman is saying that next year, that 
the committees will be receiving 5 per
cent less, 5 percent less than they re
ceived this year? 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
5-percent cut. 

Mr. NUSSLE. For next year? 
Mr. GAYDOS. This year. 
Mr. NUSSLE. I am talking about 

next year. What about next year? Is the 
gentleman saying that it is a 5-percent 
cut this year over last year? 

Mr. GAYDOS. It is a 5-percent cut 
over the moneys that have been appro
priated for this year. 

Mr. NUSSLE. What kind of increase 
was that in appropriation over last 
year? 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NUSSLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. Speaker, we have as a matter of 
fact, in the budget solution that was 

adopted, enacted, a 5-percent reduction 
in the legislative operations as well as 
the executive operations for fiscal year 
1993. And hopefully, that will be re
flected in the appropriations bills be
cause that is reflected in the budget 
resolution. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, this gen
tleman is talking about this year. 
What about this year then? He is talk
ing about 1993. 

0 1510 
Mr. PANETTA. Obviously for this 

year what is being proposed here is a 
freeze, which represents close to a 5-
percent reduction. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Exactly. And reclaim
ing my time, if I may, I am proposing 
a 5-percent cut. 

Mr. NUSSLE. That is the difference 
between the hocus pocus that is being 
proposed here. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY], the chair
man of the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
plan to vote for the resolution, but a 
freeze is going to adversely affect our 
Veterans' Committee work. I appre
ciate the leadership of the subcommit
tee chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GAYDOS], and the 
ranking minority member, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GILLMOR]. 

I also want to thank the chairman of 
the full committee, Mr. ROSE, and the 
ranking minority member of the full 
committee, Mr. THOMAS. 

Although I do support the resolution, 
I regret that our committee will have 
to operate at last year's funding level. 
Our committee's history shows that it 
has kept its budgets and staffing levels 
to a minimum. Except for the Commit
tees on Rules and the District of Co
lumbia, the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs has the smallest budget for per
manent standing committees in the 
House. Yet, the workload continues to 
increase and Members continue to ex
pect more investigations and studies. 
The requests come from both sides of 
the aisle. We cannot continue to be as 
active this year as we have been in the 
past. 

The freeze in this year's budget 
means a shortfall of $63,186 for our 
committee investigative and oversight 
budget. It means severe reductions in 
travel funds for oversight investiga
tions within our 172 VA medical cen
ters and other VA facilities located 
throughout the country; it means a 
delay in the purchase of much needed 
equipment. What this means is that 
some staff will not receive merit in
creases. 

Last year our committee requested 
only a 2.7-percent increase in its budg
et but let it be known that a higher in
crease would be required in 1992. This 
year's freeze hits our committee par-
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ticularly hard since last year's increase 
was so low. 

My colleagues on the committee and 
in the House need to know that it is 
very likely that many of our oversight 
plans may have to be curtailed simply 
because travel funds will not be avail
able because of the freeze. 

We will live within the constraints of 
this resolution and will continue to do 
the best work possible within those 
constraints. But, a freeze this year will 
cause problems in carrying out our 
oversight responsibilities of our VA fa
cilities. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I do want to respond to the 
gentleman from Mississippi, and he is 
absolutely correct. His committee is 

·one of those committees that is victim
ized by the terror of percentages; that 
when we deal only in percentage in
creases, those committees with the 
larger amounts getting a fixed percent
age increase get far more dollars. 

I want to pledge to the gentleman 
that I will continue to try to fight to 
make sure that the allocations are not 
mindless and across the board, but that 
those committees that need the money 
will get the money, and that I want to 
try to do a dollar amount, rather than 
a fixed percentage. We need adjust
ments between committees as well as 
equity among all committees. His com
mittee is the prime example of the tyr
anny of the percentage increase. 

I apologize to the chairman for what 
occurred to him, and will do everything 
we can to make it up. 

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to make a closing statement. I 
would like to refer back to my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. NussLE]. He mentioned this 
is somewhat of a game. I want to be 
most sincere when I explain that we 
have been going through this game for 
24 years, as long as I have been on the 
committee. I want to assure the gen
tleman it is not a game. Every month 
we are in very close contact with every 
standing committee and the select 
committees. We monitor what they are 
spending and what they are spending 
for. 

I want the gentleman to understand 
that the committee interrogates spe
cifically on many items, including the 
items that are referred to by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. THOMAS] 
when he talked about equity and fair
ness, and we have been doing that for 
the last 24 years. I have been on the 
subcommittee as a chairman for the 
last 8 years, but for those that pre
ceded me, those were i terns that were 
paramount in our consideration. 

It is very complicated to take a lump 
sum like $60 million and then try to di
vide that equitably. Maybe one of the 
comparisons would be with a mother 
bird or chicken that would have so 
many peeps, everyone asking for their 
share and their share alone, and not 
paying any attention to the needs and 
wants of other committees. It is the 
same thing. It is a very difficult task. 

I do not say this in criticism to my 
friend, who was going to support the 
resolution he talked about, or the mo
tion. I do want to impress upon him 
that I thought he did somewhat of a 
disservice to the committee, because of 
the hard work that the committee has 
done over the years. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAYDOS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, my point 
was not that I called it a game. My 
point was that a committee chairman 
called it a game. That is the person the 
gentleman needs to talk to, is the com
mittee chairman who said, "Yes, I 
guess it is a game." That is what of
fended me and offends the people that 
listen. 

Mr. GAYDOS. I am sure that my 
good friend is not gullible. That is 
probably one of the chairmen where we 
said, "Hey, you have had enough. Last 
year we took care of you. This year 
you have not justified what you need." 
That is probably who the gentleman 
talked to. 

Mr. Speaker, I want at this time to 
compliment the Members on my side 
and also on the Republican side that 
serve on the committee for the work 
that they have done over the years. It 
is very tedious work, the members are 
criticized, it is very sensitive work, 
and I think it serves a vital function as 
far as providing funds for actually run
ning this establishment or this House. 

Since this funding resolution will be 
the final one that I present to the 
House, I wish, at this time, to make 
personal acknowledgement and give 
my deep appreciation to all the Mem
bers that have served with me during 
the full 8 years of my subcommittee 
chairmanship, on the Subcommittee on 
Accounts on the Committee on House 
Administration. 

I particularly thank the full commit
tee chairman, the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. ROSE]; also the 
gentleman from Washington, AL SWIFT, 
who has been so close and so affirma
tive in his support of what we have 
been doing over the years; the gentle
woman from Ohio, MARY ROSE OAKAR; 
the gentleman from Connecticut, SAM 
GEJDENSON; the gentleman from Illi
nois, FRANK ANNUNZIO; and on the 
other side, the gentleman from Califor
nia, BILL THOMAS; the gentleman from 
Ohio, PAUL GILLMOR; and the gen
tleman from Nebraska, BILL BARRETT, 
who is doing a great job, and I know he 
will continue to next year. 

I am indebted to each of the Members 
for their hard work, wise counsel, and 
vigorous support over the years. If 
nothing else, I think that all of us have 
exemplified the congressional decision
making process at its best. 

I am hopeful that our budget review 
process and markups would throughout 
the years serve as a model to the oth
ers who have that task before them. 
Our work together has demonstrated 
that Members with different and some
times very strong personal views can 
reach a sound, rational consensus, if 
attempted with consideration and sin
cere cooperation, fairness, and good 
faith. 

Finally, I urge my colleagues to vote 
in favor of the amendment, the com
mittee amendment as amended, and 
the resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the committee fund
ing resolution, which freezes funding at the 
1991 level, but I do so with some reluctance, 
since a freeze does not accommodate the 4.2 . 
percent pay increase which all executive 
branch employees received and other infla
tionary increases, and therefore reduces the 
real value of funding which is necessary for 
committees to do the legislative and oversight 
work of the House. But we do recognize the 
state of the Nation's economy which prompts 
this resolution to be presented without any in
crease and we will attempt to meet our agen
da with the freeze. 

Providing our committees with adequate re
sources to develop effective and responsive 
legislation to the many complex and vital is
sues before us is important. At the moment, 
our own committee is involved in legislation to 
amend the law which governs use of pes
ticides and insecticides which affect the safety 
and quality of our food and ground water; IP.g
islation which affects the old-growth forest re
serve and the endangered spotted owl; a bill 
to improve the delivery of credit to our farmers 
and ranchers; and legislation which governs 
the operation of the trading of futures, valued 
in the tens of trillions of dollars, on the com
modities markets. 

The work of committees in overseeing the 
Federal programs within our respective juris
dictions is vital. Good oversight can result in 
significant taxpayer savings-limiting the in
vestigative ability of a committee through re
duced funding could, in the long run, be fis
cally unwise. 

During the 8 years that Mr. GAYDOS, as 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Accounts, 
has been responsible for committee funding, 
the aggregate increase has been about 3 per
cent. This is not an extravagant figure. 

The Committee on Agriculture has tradition
ally been a conservatively funded and staffed 
committee; and at year's end, we have often 
returned considerable amounts to the Treas
ury when we have found it possible to meet 
our commitments without spending our entire 
authorization. The budget proposals we submit 
for the consideration of the Subcommittee on 
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Accounts are not deliberately inflated. The 
amount requested is intended to give us the 
resources to meet the proposed legislative 
and oversight agenda of our eight subcommit
tees and the full committee which we plan to 
undertake for the session. During the 12 
months of our authorization we are mindful of 
the way these funds are expended and we 
conserve wherever and whenever we can. 

The majority and minority members and 
staff of the Committee on Agriculture work well 
together and we have always endeavored to 
equitably share funding and other re' '• Jrces 
with our minority. 

We do intend to continue doing the best 
work possible for the House of Representa
tives and using allocated funds thoughtfully to 
ensure that taxpayer dollars are used judi
ciously. Unfortunately, the freeze in funding 
will hurt the investigative staffs of committees 
by not allowing the 4.2-percent cost-of-living 
adjustment, which the President rec
ommended for all Federal employees. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the committee funding resolution, and I 
commend the chairman of the Committee on 
House Administration, Mr. ROSE, and the Sub
committee on Accounts, Mr. GAYDOS, for their 
diligent labors on this unrewarding task. In 
particular, I want to pay tribute to the distin
guished subcommittee chairman, who will be 
retiring at the end of this Congress and has al
ways dealt with our committee courteously 
and fairly. 

I would be less than candid, however, if I 
did not express my profound disappointment 
and distress over the course this resolution 
has taken since the Subcommittee on Ac
counts acted in executive session to rec
ommend a 5.1-percent increase for our com
mittee-an increase that, while not all we 
asked for, was certainly well within the bounds 
of fairness and supported by the real needs of 
the committee as it addresses a difficult and 
heavy legislative burden. 

The Committee on Energy and Commerce 
requested for 1992 an 11.2-percent increase 
over its 1991 authorization. This request was 
comprised of two components-a 7-percent in
crease sought for committee operations, and a 
27.5-percent increase that the minority re
quested for its operations. Only after our mi
nority submitted its request-which, I empha
size, we incorporated whole and unchanged in 
our submission to House Administration-did 
the Republican leadership decide that its posi
tion would be that committee funding should 
be limited to a 4.2-percent increase for 1992. 

One would have thought this was enough. 
But instead, we have spent the last several 
months bottom fishing, talking about freezes, 
5-percent cuts, and 10-percent cuts. This is 
penny wise and pound foolish. Through dili
gent oversight and investigation, the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce alone has re
turned to the taxpayer over the last several 
years many times the amounts spent to fund 
its operations. In 1991, our work resulted in 
savings of $125 million, and an additional 
$500 million in questionable billings to the tax
payer are currently being reviewed. Freezes 
and cuts may look good to your constituents 
today-but they seriously hamper our ability to 
root out the real waste, fraud, and abuse that 
plague us. 

I would also observe that the President of 
the United States does not appear to be limit
ing himself in the same manner that we are 
being asked to limit ourselves. The Bush ad
ministration's budget for fiscal year 1993 pro
poses an increase of 16.8 percent in the Ex
ecutive. Office of the President. Even excluding 
the 238 percent increase sought for the office 
of the drug czar, the President has requested 
an increase of 4.8 percent for the White 
House Office-including 13 new staff mem
bers-a 7.4-percent increase in special assist
ance to the President, which can charitably be 
described as DAN QUAYLE'S slush fund, a 4.9-
percent increase for the Council of Economic 
Advisers, a 7.9-percent increase for the Office 
of Environmental Quality, a 4.9-percent in
crease in the Office of Policy Development, a 
5.8-percent increase for the U.S. Trade Rep
resentative, and-get this-a 100-percent in
crease for the Points of Light Foundation. 

I will support a freeze today because it is 
preferable to a cut and because we are not 
being offered the opportunity to vote for a 
higher amount. I appreciate the hard work and 
diligent efforts of Chairman ROSE and Chair
man GAYDOS, and only wish that their col
leagues had given them the support they 
needed to do their difficult job properly. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in opposition to the resolution because 
it doesn't go far enough in reducing committee 
funding. 

Government is too big for its own good and 
for the good of the people it's supposed to 
serve. Our Nation faces a $4 trillion debt and 
a $400 billion Federal deficit-it's no wonder 
that Congress itself has grown by leaps and 
bounds. The sheer size of the Congress 
speaks volumes: There are nearly 13,000 con
gressional staff and support staff-a figure 
which is 9 times larger than the number of 
staff at the Canadian Parliament, the second 
largest legislative body in the world; there are 
27 committees and 136 subcommittees. In 
1960, the budget for the House and Senate 
was $130 million. In three decades, that figure 
has risen by more than 1 ,600 percent to $2.24 
billion. 

What can be done to halt this hiring binge? 
Very simply, we must cut funding for the com
mittees in this House. Second, bring up for 
House consideration, a bill I introduced which 
would reduce the number of congressional 
committee staff by 30 percent. It goes without 
saying, Mr. Speaker, that staff and funding re
ductions should affect Democrats and Repub
licans equally. 

Cutting committee funding won't eliminate 
the debt or the deficit but it's a small step in 
the right direction and it's a step worth taking. 
Let's begin a process of returning more of the 
Government back to the people; let's reduce 
the amount of funding for congressional com
mittees. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute, the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute, and the resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURTHA). The question is on ordering 
the previous question. 
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The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appear to have it. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 254, nays 
146, not voting 34, as follows: 

[Roll No. 148) 

YEAS-254 
Abercrombie Frost Mine ta 
Ackerman Gaydos Mink 
Anderson Gejdenson Moakley 
Andrews (ME) Gephardt Mollohan 
Andrews (NJ) Geren Montgomery 
Andrews (TX) Gibbons Moody 
Annunzio Gilchrest Moran 
Applegate Glickman Morella 
Aspin Gonzalez Mrazek 
Atkins Gordon Murphy 
Aucoin Guarini Murtha 
Bacchus Hall(OH) Nagle 
Beilenson Hall(TX) Natcher 
Bennett Hamilton Neal (MA) 
Berman Hammerschmidt Neal (NC) 
Bevill Harris Nowak 
Bil bray Hayes (IL) Oberstar 
Blackwell Hayes (LA) Obey 
Boehlert Hefner Olin 
Bonior Hertel Ortiz 
Borski Hoagland Orton 
Boucher Hochbrueckner Owens (NY) 
Brewster Horn Owens (UT) 
Brooks Horton Pallone 
Browder Hoyer Panetta 
Brown Hubbard Parker 
Bryant Huckaby Pastor 
Bustamante Hughes Patterson 
Byron Hutto Payne (NJ) 
Cardin Jefferson Payne (VA) 
Carper Jenkins Pease 
Carr Johnson (SD) Pelosi 
Chapman Johnson (TX) Penny 
Clay Johnston Perkins 
Clement Jones (GA) Peterson (FL) 
Coleman (TX) Jones (NC) Peterson (MN) 
Collins (IL) Jantz Pickett 
Condit Kanjorski Pickle 
Conyers Kaptur Po shard 
Cooper Kennedy Price 
Costello Kennelly Rahall 
Cox (IL) Kil dee Rangel 
Coyne Kleczka Reed 
Cramer Kopetski Richardson 
Darden Kostmayer Roe 
de la Garza LaFalce Roemer 
DeFazio Lancaster Rose 
DeLauro Lantos Rostenkowski 
Dell urns LaRocco Rowland 
Derrick Laughlin Roybal 
Dingell Lehman (CA) Russo 
Dooley Lehman (FL) Sabo 
Dorgan (ND) Levin (MI) Sanders 
Downey Lewis (GA) Sangmeister 
Durbin Lipinski Sarpalius 
Dwyer Lloyd Savage 
Early Long Sawyer 
Eckart Lowey (NY) Scheuer 
Edwards (CA) Luken Schroeder 
Edwards (TX) Markey Schumer 
Engel Martinez Serrano 
English Matsui Sharp 
Erdreich Mavroules Sikorski 
Espy Mazzoll Sisisky 
Evans Mccloskey Skaggs 
Fascell Mc Curdy Skelton 
Fazio McDermott Slattery 
Feighan McGrath Slaughter 
Flake McHµgh Smith (FL) 
Foglietta McMillen (MD) Smith (IA) 
Ford (MI) McNulty Solarz 
Ford (TN) Mfume Spratt 
Frank (MA) Miller (CA) Staggers 
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Stallings 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor(MS> 
Thomas(GA) 

Allard 
Allen 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Davis 
De Lay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 

Alexander 
Anthony 
Barnard 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Bunning 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Collins (Ml) 
Dannemeyer 
Dicks 
Dixon 

Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 

NAYS--146 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Kasi ch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Oxley 
Paxon 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 

Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 
Yatron 

Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Santorum 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--34 
Donnelly 
Dymally 
Edwards (OK) 
Hatcher 
Hunter 
lnhofe 
Kolter 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Livingston 
Manton 

D 1537 

McEwen 
Michel 
Oakar 
Olver 
Packard 
Ray 
Stark 
Traxler 
Walsh 
Young (AK) 

Messrs. GOODLING, MORRISON, and 
RHODES changed their vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MURTHA). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAYDOS] to the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The amendment to the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute, as 
amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 323, nays 76, 
not voting 35, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Archer 
A spin 
Atkins 
Au Coin 
Bacchus 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Fazio 
De Lauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 

[Roll No. 149) 
YEAS-323 

Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Green 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 

Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 

Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Ramstad 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Allen 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Bereuter 
Boehner 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Chandler 
Coble 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 

Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 

NAYS--76 
Grandy 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hunter 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Leach 
Lewis (FL) 
Marlenee 
McColl um 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Miller (OH) 
Mmer(WA) 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nussle 
Paxon 
Petri 
Pursell 
Quillen 

Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 

Regula 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Saxton 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Smith(OR) 
Sn owe 
Stearns 
Taylor (NC) 
Upton 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--35 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Barnard 
Boxer 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bunning 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Collins (Ml) 
Dannemeyer 
Dixon 

Donnelly 
Dornan (CA) 
Dymally 
Edwards (OK) 
Hatcher 
lnhofe 
Kolter 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Livingston 
Manton 

0 1555 

McEwen 
Michel 
Murtha 
Oakar 
Ortiz 
Packard 
Ray 
Stark 
Traxler 
Walsh 
Young (AK) 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Anthony for, with Mr. McEwen 

against. 
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Mr. Dymally for, with Mr. Packard 

against. 

Mr. GINGRICH changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Messrs. ARCHER, DELAY, HOBSON, 
and NICHOLS changed their vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GAYDOS. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
resolution just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON
ORABLE MICHAEL J. SHINAY, 
POSTMASTER, U.S. HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the Postmaster of the 
U.S. House of Representatives: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER, 

Washington, DC, May 28, 1992. 
Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
The Speaker, H- 204, The Capitol, House of Rep

resentatives, Washington, DC. · 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 

pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House that three (3) employees of my office 
have been served with subpoenas issued by 
the United States District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL J. SHINAY. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON
ORABLE DAN BURTON, MEMBER 
OF CONGRESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the Honorable DAN BUR
TON, Member of Congress: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, May 27, 1992. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, The Capitol, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have previously noti

fied you of my receipt of a subpoena issued 
by the Superior Court of Marion County, In
diana. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel, I have determined that compliance with 
the subpoena is not consistent with the 
privileges and rights of the House. 

Sincerely, 
DAN BURTON, 

Member of Congress. 

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER 
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON S. 1306, ADAMHA REORGA
NIZATION ACT 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, 

by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 467 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 467 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso

lution it shall be in order to consider the 
conference report on the bill (S. 1306) to 
amend title V of the Public Health Service 
Act to revise and extend certain programs, 
and for other purposes. All points of order 
against the conference report and against its 
consideration are hereby waived. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HALL] is recog
nized for 1 hour. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] for purposes of debate only, 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider
ation of this resolution, all time yield
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

Madam Speaker, House Resolution 
467 is the rule providing for the consid
eration of the conference report on S. 
1306, the Mental Health and Substance 
Abuse Services Improvement Act of 
1992. The rule waives all points of order 
against the conference report and 
against its consideration. This rule is 
necessary so that we may expeditiously 
bring up the report which was agreed 
to by the conferees. 

This legislation, Madam Speaker, is 
the culmination of several years of ne
gotiations over the reauthorization of 
Federal substance abuse and mental 
heal th programs. The agreement reor
ganizes the current block grant struc
ture to be more responsible to the 
needs of communities in fighting sub
stance abuse, and in responding to 
mental health needs. The measure au
thorizes funds for fiscal years 1993 and 
1994, and crates several new worthwhile 
programs to offer help to children and 
families who suffer the effects of drug 
and alcohol abuse. 

Madam Speaker, this conference re
port is a carefully crafted compromise. 
The rule was unanimously voted out of 
the House Rules Committee, and I urge 
my colleagues to adopt it. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

D 1600 
Mr. DREIER of California. Madam 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, this conference re
port was brought up on the Suspension 
Calendar last week, but it failed to at
tain the necessary two-thirds vote for 
passage. This rule allows the con
ference report to be considered under 
regular order. 

It does waive points of order against 
what our friend, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. WAXMAN] refers to as . 
minor scope and germaneness prob
lems. I take him at his word that these 
are minor problems, and I have no seri
ous objections to the rule. 

I do , however, have some concerns 
about one of the offices contained in 
the new Substance Abuse and Mental 
Heal th Services Administration. It is 
the Office of Substance Abuse Preven
tion, which will be renamed the Center 
for Substance Abuse Prevention. It has 
been brought to the attention of many 
of us in the House that OSAP may be 
involved in direct or indirect lobbying 
activities that are prohibited by law. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
HALL] and I, along with nearly 100 of 
our colleagues from both sides of the 
aisle will be sending a letter to the 
GAO requesting an investigation into 
allegations of inappropriate lobbying 
or advocacy activities on the part of 
OSAP. The office undertakes a number 
of worthwhile activities, and I would 
hate to see their efforts tarnished by 
legislative advocacy that deviates from 
their legal mandate. 

I hope that a GAO investigation can 
adequately clear up these allegations. 
In the meantime, Madam Speaker, I 
believe we should move forward with 
this process, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
would ask the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER] if he has any requests 
for time. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Madam 
Speaker, we have no requests for time, 
I urge support of the rule, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time, and 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

MEDICAL DEVICE AMENDMENTS 
OF 1992 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the Senate bill (S. 2783) 
to amend the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act with respect to medical 
devices and for other purposes, and ask 
for its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, re
serving the right to object, while I will 
not object, I take this reservation for 
the purpose of asking the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WAXMAN] to ex
plain what is in the bill. 
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Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLILEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. BLILEY] for yielding to me. 

Madam Speaker, the Medical Device 
Amendments of 1992 represent several 
modifications to the Safe Medical De
vice Act of 1990. These modifications 
have been enacted unanimously by the 
Senate. They have been agreed to by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LENT], the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. BLILEY], the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], and myself. 
The modifications have been developed 
at the request of representatives of 
medical device companies and 
consumer. The administration and rep
resentatives of hospitals have been 
consulted. I know of no opposition to 
the bill, and I would urge that we be 
permitted to adopt this legislation by 
unanimous consent. 

STATEMENT OF ExPLANATION ON S. 2783, THE 
MEDICAL DEVICE AMENDMENTS OF 1992 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCE 

Section 1 states that the short title is the 
"Medical Device Amendments of 1992." 
SECTION 2. EFFECTIVE DATE AND REGULATIONS 

TO IMPLEMENT SECTION 519(e) 
Section 2 pertains to the timetable for is

suing final regulations and the effective date 
for final regulations for section 519(e) of the 
Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act 
("FFDC Act"). Section 519(e) was added by 
section 3(b) of the· Safe Medical Devices Act 
of 1990, Pub. L. 10Hi29 ("SMDA"). The SMDA 
required the Food and Drug Administration 
("FDA") to issue proposed regulations with
in nine months of the date of enactment (Au
gust 28, 1991), and final regulations nine 
months later (May 28, 1992). It also provides 
that if the agency misses the deadline for the 
final regulations, the proposed regulations 
will go into effect and become the final regu
lations, with the statute to take effect im
mediately. 

The FDA issued the proposed regulations 
to implement section 519(e) on March 27, 
1992. Even though the deadline for the final 
regulations is May 28, 1992, the agency pro
vided a 60-day comment period. Thus the 
comment period will close one day before the 
final regulations are due to be issued. The 
agency has informed the Congress that it 
does not intend to issue the final regulations 
by the may 28 deadline. 

Therefore, under section 3(c)(2) of the 
SMDA, the FDA's proposed tracki.ng regula
tions will become the final regulations on 
May 28, 1992. Section 2 of S. 2783 provides 
that the tracking regulations that became 
final regulations by operation of section 
3( c )(2) of the SMDA will revert to their pro
posed status as of May 27, 1992. Under section 
2 of S. 2783, the deadline for issuing final de
vice tracking regulations will be extended by 
6 months, or until November 28, 1992. The 
agency has indicated that this extension will 
allow sufficient time to issue the final regu
lations. However, if the final regulations are 
not issued by November 28, 1992, then Section 
2 provides that the proposed regulations will 
become the final regulations on November 
29, 1992. The FDA is directed to publish 
promptly in the Federal Register notice of 
the new status of the proposed regulations. 

Section 2 also provides that the final regu
lations will go into effect 9 months after 
they are published or no late than August 29, 
1993 (9 months after November 29, 1992). This 
date may not be extended by the FDA under 

_ any circumstances. 
In some cases, device manufacturers may 

need to obtain a section 510(k) clearance or 
an approval of a supplemental device appli
cation prior to initiating tracking of devices. 
This could occur where an effective tracking 
system required new packaging (such as sin
gle packaging instead of bulk packaging) or 
an alteration in processing (such as the ster
ilization of the product. It is expected that 
the FDA will expedite decisions on such 
clearance applications so that manufactur
ers can have tracking systems in place by 
the effective date of the regulations. 

SECTION 3. POSTMARKET SURVEILLANCE 
Section 3 makes failure to comply with a 

requirement imposed by section 522 of the 
FFDC Act (Postmarket Surveillance) a pro
hibited act subject to criminal and civil pen
alties. Section 3 also makes any device prod
uct misbranded if there was a failure or re
fusal to comply with a requirement under 
section 522 with respect to the device. 
SECTION 4. REP AIR, REPLACEMENT, OR REFUND 
Section 518(b) of the FFDC Act provides 

the circumstances under which the FDA may 
order a manufacturer, importer or distribu
tor to repair a device, replace it, or refund 
the purchase price to the consumer. Under 
subsection (b)(l)(A)(ii), the Secretary must 
determine that there are reasonable grounds 
to believe that the device was not properly 
designed and manufactured with reference to 
the state of the art as it existed at the time 
of its design and manufacture. 

There is some concern that this provision 
could not be applied to a device that was im
properly designed (but properly manufac
tured) or improperly manufactured (but 
properly designed). Such an interpretation 
makes no sense, and the amendment would 
make it clear that subsection (b)(l)(A)(ii) 
may be satisfied by a demonstration of im
proper design or manufacture. 

SECTION 5. REPORTING 
Section 5 amends section 519 of the FFDC 

Act, which requires manufacturers, distribu
tors and certain users of devices to report 
adverse device experiences to the FDA. The 
Medical Device Amendments of 1976 added 
section 519(a) to require manufacturers, im
porters and distributors to make certain re
ports to the FDA. In 1984, the agency issued 
regulations to implement section 519(a) 
which, among other things, require manufac
turers and importers to report information 
that "reasonably suggests that one of its 
marketed devices may have caused or con
tributed to serious injury or death." 21 
C.F.R. 803.1(1991). Although the 1984 regula
tions did not cover distributors, the Safe 
Medical Devices Act of 1990 added section 
519(a)(6) which directs the FDA to issue regu
lations that require' reporting by distribu
tors. 

Section 519(b) covers user reporting and re
quires device users (such as hospitals) to re
port to the FDA or the device manufacturer 
information that "reasonably suggests that 
there is a probability that a device has 
caused or contributed" to a death, serious 
illness, or serious injury. In proposed regula
tions that the agency published on November 
26, 1991, the agency proposed to use the stat
utory standard for device users for both 
users and manufacturers. 56 Fed. Reg. 60024. 

Section 5(a) would adopt a single standard 
that would determine when injuries caused 

by devices must be reported to FDA. Under 
Section 5(a), where information "reasonably 
suggests that a marketed device may have 
caused or contributed to serious injury or 
death," the manufacturer, importer or user 
would be required to report to the FDA. 

Section 5(a) also provides a new definition 
of the types of injuries or illnesses that must 
be reported. The agency's regulations require 
reporting of "serious injuries" which are de
fined to mean injuries that are "life threat
ening," that could result "in permanent im
pairment of a body function or permanent 
damage to a body structure," or that "neces
sitate medical or surgical intervention" to 
prevent such impairment or damage. 21 
C.F .R. 803.l(h)(1991). Section 519(b)(5)(6) in
cludes a similar definition for the types of 
injuries that must be reported by medical de
vice users, although it states that the injury 
must necessitate "immediate" medical or 
surgical intervention. The regulations appli
cable to manufacturer and importers (but 
not the statutory definition applicable to 
users) go beyond the provisions described 
above and require the reporting of injuries 
that necessitate medical or surgical inter
vention to "relieve unanticipated temporary 
impairment of a body function or unantici
pated temporary damage to a body struc
ture." 21 C.F.R. 903.l(h)(1991). In the proposed 
revisions to its regulations regarding manu
facturer reporting, the FDA has deleted the 
requirement for reporting of unanticipated 
temporary impairment or damage. 56 Fed. 
Reg. 60025, 60033 (November 26, 1991). 

Section 5(a) adopts a single definition for 
"serious injury." This definition applies to 
device manufacturers, importers, distribu
tors and users. It requires reporting of an in
jury that "(A) [is] life threatening, (B) re
sults in permanent impairment of a body 
function or permanent damage to a body 
structure, or (C) necessitates medical or sur
gical intervention to preclude permanent im
pairment of a body function or permanent 
damage to a body structure." This definition 
differs from the current definition of "seri
ous injury" that is applicable to device users 
since the immediacy requirement in Section 
519(b)(5)(B) has been dropped. 

In addition, language directing the FDA to 
require reporting of other significant adverse 
experiences that it identifies in regulations 
has been added to both section 519(a) (manu
facturer, importer and distributor reporting) 
and section 519(b) (user reporting). 

These amendments are not intended to 
mandate that the FDA adopt the require
ments of its current regulations, 21 C.F.R. 
803.1, 803.3(h) (1991), for manufacturers. How
ever, the amendments do give the agency the 
discretion to identify adverse device experi
ences that must be reported. While this lan
guage is not limited to injuries, examples of 
injuries that might not qualify under the 
definition of "serious injury" but which the 
agency could require to be reported are: con
cussions or fractures (which could be caused 
by a defect in a stretcher, hospital bed or 
platform for an MRI system), burns, tem
porary paralysis, temporary loss of sight, 
temporary loss of hearing, or temporary loss 
of smell. 

Section 519(b), which is applicable to user 
reporting uses the term "serious illness" in 
addition to serious injury to describe the 
events that must be reported. Although the 
term "serious illness' is not used in section 
519(a), the agency's proposed regulations is
sued on November 26, 1991, would require 
manufacturers to report serious illnesses in 
addition to serious injuries. While the term 
"injury" probably covers any illness that 
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could be caused by a device, the bill is not in 
any way serious illnesses by manufacturers 
of devices. 

SECTION 6. TECHNICALS 
Section 6 makes a number of changes to 

correct a number of technical errors in cur
rent law. The changes are as follows. 

(a) In the definition of device in section 
201, "any of its principal" is stricken and 
"its primary" is substituted to make the 
section read consistently. No substantive 
change is intended. 

(b) References throughout the FFDC Act to 
Department of Health, Education and Wel
fare are changed to Department of Health 
and Human Services, and the term "Commis
sioner" is defined as the "Commissioner of 
Food and Drugs." 

(c) Certain incorrect references in section 
304(d)(l) are corrected. 

(d) In section 503(g)(3), the word "clear
ance" is substituted for "approval" so that 
the definition of "market clearance" in sec
tion 503(g)(4)(B) applies. 

(e) In section 513(f)(3), incorrect designa
tions of three subparagraphs are corrected 
and the word "section" is added before 
"510(k)." 

(f) An incorrect citation in section 
517(a)(10) is corrected. 

(g) Several incorrect citations in the Safe 
Medical Devices Act of 1990 are corrected. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I 
strongly support the request of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX
MAN]. This bill solves a medical prob
lem that has arisen with regard to the 
implementation of the Safe Medical 
Devices Act of 1990 and is supported by 
all interested parties. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further to me? 

Mr. BLILEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam. Speaker, I in
dicate to the gentleman from Virginia 
that he and I have agreed to a state
ment of explanation as to the legisla
tive intent of S. 2783. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I cer
tainly agree with that. 

Madam Speaker, I withdraw my res
ervation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 2783 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND REFERENCE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.-This Act may be cited as 
the "Medical Device Amendments of 1992". 

(b) REFERENCE.-Whenever in this Act an 
amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of 
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be con
sidered to be made to a section or other pro
vision of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos
metic Act. 
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE AND REGULATIONS TO 

IMPLEMENT DEVICE TRACKING. 
(a) AMENDMENT.-Section 3 of the Safe 

Medical Devices Act of 1990 (21 U.S.C. 360i 
note) is amended-

(!) is subsection (b)(3), by striking out 
"upon the effective date" and inserting in 

lieu thereof "upon the expiration of 9 
months after the issuance"; 

(2) in subsection (c)(2)-
(A) by striking out "and 519(e)" the first 

place it occurs; and 
(B) by striking out "and 519(e) of such Act 

are" and inserting in lieu thereof "of such 
Act is"; and 

(3) by adding at the end of subsection (c) 
the following: 

"(3) Not later than November 28, 1992, the 
Secretary shall issue final regulations to im
plement section 519(e) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act. If the Secretary 
does not promulgate such final regulations 
by November 28, 1992, the Congress finds that 
there is good cause for the proposed regula
tions to be considered as the final regula
tions without response to comment because 
the implementation of section 519(e) of such 
Act is essential to protect the health of pa
tients who use devices. In such event, the 
proposed regulations issued under paragraph 
(1) shall become the issued final regulations 
on November 29, 1992. There shall be prompt
ly published in the Federal Register notice of 
the new status of the proposed regulations.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as of 
May 27, 1992 and any rule to implement sec
tion 519(e) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act proposed under section 3(c)(2) 
of the Safe Medical Devices Act of 1990 shall 
revert to its proposed status as of such date. 
SEC. 3. POSTMARKET SURVEILLANCE. 

(a) PROHIBITED ACT.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Section 301(q)(l) (21 u.s.c. 

331(q){l)) is amended-
(A) by striking out "or (B)" and inserting 

in lieu thereof "(B)"; and 
(B) by inserting before the period a comma 

and "or (C) comply with a requirement under 
section 522". 

(2) MISBRANDED DEVICES.-Section 502{t) (21 
U.S.C. 352(t)) is amended-

(A) by striking out "or (2)" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "(2)"; and 

(B) by inserting before the period a comma 
and "or (3) to comply with a requirement 
under section 522". 

(b) APPROVAL.-Section 522(b) (21 u.s.c. 
3601(b)) is amended-

(!) by striking out "(a)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "(a)(l)"; 

(2) by inserting a comma after "com
merce"; and 

(3) by adding after the first sentence the 
following: "Each manufacturer required to 
conduct a surveillance of a device under sub
section (a)(2) shall, within 30 days after re
ceiving notice that the manufacturer is re
quired to conduct such surveillance, submit, 
for the approval of the Secretary, a protocol 
for the required surveillance.". 
SEC. 4. REPAIR, REPLACEMENT, OR REFUND. 

Section 518(b)(l)(A)(ii) (21 U.S.C. 
360h(b)(l)(A)(ii)) is amended by striking out 
"and" each place it occurs and inserting in 
lieu thereof "or". 
SEC. 5. REPORTING. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.-Section 519 (21 u.s.c. 
360i) is amended-

(!) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through 
(6) of subsection (a) as paragraphs (4) 
through (9), respectively, and by inserting 
before paragraph (4) (as so redesignated) the 
following: 

"(1) shall require a device manufacturer or 
importer to report to the Secretary when
ever the manufacturer or importer receives 
or otherwise becomes aware of information 
that reasonably suggests that one of its mar
keted devices-

"(A) may have caused or contributed to a 
death or serious injury, or 

"(B) has malfunctioned and that such de
vice or a similar device marketed by the 
manufacturer or importer would be likely to 
cause or contribute to a death or serious in
jury if the malfunction were to recur; 

"(2) shall define the term 'serious injury' 
to mean an injury that-

"(A) is life threatening, 
"(B) results in permanent impairment of a 

body function or permanent damage to a 
body structure, or 

"(C) necessitates medical or surgical inter
vention to preclude permanent impairment 
of a body function or permanent damage to 
a body structure; 

"(3) shall require reporting of other signifi
cant adverse device experiences as deter
mined by the Secretary to be necessary to be 
reported;"; and 

(2) in subsection (b)-
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking out "there 

is a probability that a device has" each place 
it occurs and inserting in lieu thereof "a de
vice has or may have"; 

(B) in paragraph (l)(B)-
(i) by striking out "aware of information" 

and inserting in lieu thereof "aware of-
"(i) information"; and 
(ii) by striking out "facility, the facility" 

and inserting in lieu thereof: "facility, or 
"(ii) other significant adverse device expe

riences as determined by the Secretary by 
regulation to be necessary to be reported, 
the facility"; 

and 
(C) in paragraph (5)(B)(iii), by striking out 

"immediate''. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall take effect-
(1) 1 year after the date of the enactment 

of this Act; or 
(2) on the effective date of regulations of 

the Secretary to implement such amend
ments, 
whichever occurs first. 
SEC. 6. TECHNICALS. 

(a) SECTION 201.-Section 201 (21 u.s.c. 321) 
is amended-

(!) in subsection (h), by striking out "any 
of its principal" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"its primary"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(ff) The term 'Commissioner' means the 

Commissioner of Food and Drugs.". 
(b) REFERENCE.-
(1) Subsections (c) and (d) of sections 201, 

subsections (a), (d), (h), (i), (1), (m), and (o) of 
section 408, subsections (a) and (b) of 536, sec
tion 701(b), and subsections (a) and (b) of 801 
(21 U.S.C. 321 (c) and (d), 346a (a), (d), (h), (i), 
(1), (m), and (o), 360mm (a) and (b), 371(b), and 
381 (a) and (b)) and section 351(c) of the Pub
lic Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 262(c)) are 
each amended by striking out "Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare" each place it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof "Health and 
Human Services". 

(2) Section 201(y), section 506(a), section 
507(a), section 702(c), section 702A, and sec
tion 706(b)(5)(C)(i) (21 U.S.C. 321(y), 356(a), 
357(a), 372(c), 372a, and 376(b)(5)(C)(i)) are 
each amended by striking out "of Health, 
Education, and Welfare" each place it ap
pears. 

(C) SECTION 304.-Section 304(d)(l) (21 u.s.c. 
334(d)(l)) is amended-

(!) by striking out "801(d)" each place it 
occurs and inserting in lieu thereof "801(e)"; 
and 

(2) by striking out "clauses" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "paragraphs". 

(d) SECTION 503.-Section 503(g)(3) (21 u.s.c. 
353(g)(3)) is amended by striking out "ap
proval" and inserting in lieu thereof "clear
ance". 
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(e) SECTION 513.-Section 513(f)(3) (21 u.s.c. 

360c(f)(3)) is amended by redesignating 
clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) as subparagraphs 
(A), (B), and (C), respectively, and by strik
ing out "the 510(k)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the section 510(k)". 

(f) SECTION 517.-Section 517(a)(10) (21 
U.S.C. 360g(a)(10)) is amended by striking out 
"520(c)(4)(B)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"520(h)(4)(B)". 

(g) SAFE MEDICAL DEVICES ACT OF 1990.
Section 18(b) of the Safe Medical Devices Act 
of 1990 is amended-

(1) by striking out "(b)(4)(B)" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "(b)"; 

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking out "(3)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "(4)"; and 

(3) in paragraph (2), by striking out "(4)" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "(5)". 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1306, 
ADAMHA REORGANIZATION ACT 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, pur-

suant to rule XXVIII and House Reso
lution 467, I call up the conference re
port on the Senate bill (S. 1306) to 
amend title V of the Public Health 
Service Act to revise and extend cer
tain programs, to restructure the Alco
hol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 
Administration, and for other pur
poses. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 467, the con
ference report is considered as having 
been read. 

(For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
May 14, 1992, at page 11320.) 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I 
am opposed to this legislation. I under
stand that neither of these two gentle
men are, and, under rule XXVIII, I am 
requesting that I be permitted to con
trol one-third of the time on general 
debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY] 
opposed to the conference report? 

Mr. BLILEY. No, Madam Speaker, 
the gentleman from Virginia is not op
posed to the conference report. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. BILffiAKIS] is 
entitled to one-third of the time, so the 
time will be divided, as follows: 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] will be recognized for 20 min
utes, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
BLILEY] will be recognized for 20 min
utes, and the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BILffiAKIS] will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WAXMAN]. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report on S. 1306. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, on 

behalf of the House conferees, I am 
pleased to present the conference re
port on S. 1306, the ADAMHA Reorga
nization Act. Passage of this landmark 
legislation represents an important 
continuation of the Federal Govern
ment's leadership in the fields of ad
dictive and mental disorders. 

First and foremost, the legislation 
provides for the reorganization of the 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental 
Health Administration. Under the leg
islation the three ADAMHA National 
Research Institutes for Alcohol Abuse, 
Drug Abuse and Mental Health will be 
transferred to the National Institutes 
of Health. All service related activities 
of the institutes, including clinical 
training and program evaluation ac
tivities, are transferred to the new 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Administration. Under the 
proposal, three new Centers-the Cen
ter for Mental Health Services, Center 
for Substance Abuse Prevention, and 
Center for Substance Abuse Treatment 
Improvement-will be established to 
administer the Federal Government's 
substance abuse prevention, treatment, 
and mental health services programs. 

The legislation also provides for the 
first comprehensive reform of the Fed
eral Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Block Grant. The con
ference agreement reflects the original 
House proposal to establish two dis
crete block grants: one for mental 
health services and one for substance 
abuse services. In addition, the funding 
formula for allotting block grant funds 
between the States is revised to more 
accurately target funds to those popu
lations most in need. Under the agree
ment, the relative population at risk 
will be taken into account as well as 
the State's fiscal capacity and cost of 
providing services. 

In addition to extending expiring pro
grams, the legislation establishes sev
eral new initiatives. 

In the mental health area a new cat
egorical program is authorized to de
velop systems of care to assist severely 
disturbed children and adolescents. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. MIL
LER] deserves special recognition for 
his leadership-and that of the Select 
Committee on Children, Youth and 
Families, in promoting this initiative. 
Combined with related incentives in 
the Mental Health Services Block 
Grant, the legislation will help put the 
needs of children, a particularly vul
nerable population, back on the na
tional mental heal th agenda. 

In the substance abuse area I want to 
highlight three important initiatives. 
The conference agreement provides for 
establishment of new categorical pro
grams to establish treatment programs 

for expectant mothers, to provide fi
nancial assistance to trauma centers 
impacted by drug-related violence, and 
finally to establish a first rate, na
tional treatment demonstration pro
gram in the National Capital Area. The 
agreement represents the culmination 
of three years of work by many Mem
bers and I'd like to recognize several 
for their contributions. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] was of great assistance in ad
vocating establishment of residential 
treatment programs to help reduce the 
numbers of infants born exposed to 
drugs. The agreement responds force
fully to the continuing problem of 
women being denied access to drug and 
alcohol abuse treatment programs be
cause they are pregnant. Under the leg
islation, new residential treatment 
programs will be established that can 
provide the child care and prenatal 
services that these women seeking 
drug treatment need. In addition, the 
legislation prohibits the denial of 
treatment services to women because 
of their pregnancy and makes States 
responsible-as a condition of receiving 
block grant funds-for assuring the 
availability of appropriate care. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
COLEMAN] and the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LOWERY] were tireless 
advocates for including trauma care 
centers as full partners in the fight 
against illicit drugs. The legislation 
authorizes a new program of grants to 
assist financially troubled trauma cen
ters, particularly those serving large 
undocumented populations. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
SYNAR] was instrumental in fashioning 
provisions of the conference agreement 
assuring that States enforce-as a con
dition of receiving Federal substance 
abuse block grant funds-minimum age 
of sale laws for tobacco products. The 
legislation also requires that federally 
funded drug preventiori programs in
clude strategies that will discourage 
the use of tobacco products by youth. 
The legislation recognizes the impor
tant relationship between early to
bacco use by minors and the use of il
licit drugs such as marijuana. 

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
MORAN], first as mayor of Alexandria, 
and now as a colleague, provided elo
quent testimony of the need to channel 
new drug treatment resources into the 
National Capital Area to make it an 
example of quality for the Nation. 
Under the agreement, the Department 
of Health and Human Services will al
locate $25 million over 3 years to better 
organize and improve the availability 
of drug treatment in Washington and 
the surrounding jurisdictions of Mary
land and Virginia. 

Passage of the legislation is also nec
essary to implement the recommenda
tions of the President's National Drug 
Control Strategy. The legislation: 
First, establishes a new substance 
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abuse treatment capacity expansion 
program; and second, provides greater 
State accountability for the use of Fed
eral substance abuse block grant funds 
through the preparation of State sub
stance abuse prevention and treatment 
plans. 

Finally, I want to say a few words 
about the importance of this legisla
tion in the fight against AIDS. It has 
become increasingly clear that AIDS 
and substance abuse are public health 
threats that are integrally linked. The 
conference agreement recognizes this 
reality. New provisions are provided to 
require the provision of interim treat
ment services-including interim 
methadone at the option of the State 
and only if the State health officer cer
tified that such treatment would not 
reduce the availability of comprehen
sive treatment services-to all intra
venous drug abusers seeking assistance 
and to begin, on a limited basis, the 
provision of intervention services to IV 
drug users infected with HIV. In view 
of the skyrocketing rates of HIV 
among many drug using populations, it 
is essential that HIV risk reduction 
methods be incorporated into all drug 
treatment programs. 

Madam Speaker, I urge support for 
the conference agreement. 

D 1610 
Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
·Madam Speaker, despite significant 

strides that have been made in the re
duction of illicit drug abuse, many 
problems associated with substance 
abuse still remain. Among the prob
lems that continue to plague the coun
try: 

Each year an estimated 375,000 babies 
are born exposed to cocaine and other 
drugs; 

Fetal alcohol syndrome [FAS] affects 
as many as 1 to 3 infants per 1,000 live 
births; 

Nearly 50 percent of Federal prison 
inmates and 75 percent of State prison 
inmates have used drugs. In major 
cities, as many as 80 percent of those 
surveyed who were arrested for serious 
crimes tested positive for drug use; and 

IV drug use now accounts for almost 
a third of the people infected with 
AIDS and is the primary cause of 
transmission of AIDS to newborns. 
Over half of the heterosexuals infected 
with HIV have contracted the virus 
through sex with an IV drug user. 

These few statistics demonstrate the 
need for an effective program of sub
stance abuse treatment. In light of 
this, I am pleased that a compromise 
could be reached on the reauthoriza
tion of the Alcohol, Drug Abuse and 
Mental Health Administration 
[ADAMHA]. 

One of the major objections that the 
minority has had with the House bill is 
that it placed a number of onerous set
asides, earmarks, and taps on the block 

grant to fund new categorical pro
grams. This shifting of moneys from 
the block grant to set-asides and cat
egorical grant programs significantly 
reduces the flexibility of States to ad
dress the critical needs of their popu
lations. 

To increase State flexibility in ad
ministering the block grant, the con
ference agreement has eliminated the 
set-aside for drug abusers and narrowed 
the existing set-aside for women. In ad
dition, the taps on substance abuse and 
mental block grants have been elimi
nated or considerably narrowed. 

Also, I am pleased to state that this 
conference report meets the adminis
tration's goal to reorganize the agen
cies of ADAMHA. This legislation 
transfers the three research Institutes 
to the National Institutes of Health 
[NIH]. The remaining agencies are re
constituted as the Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health Services Adminis
tration, with the responsibility for 
Federal treatment and prevention pro
grams. Also, a new Center for Mental 
Health Services has been created. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues 
to support this bill. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to en
gage in a colloquy with the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WAXMAN]. 

Madam Speaker, I am concerned that 
one of the block grant enforcement 
provisions in the conference report 
would give complainants a right to par
ticipate in noncompliance hearings 
that is broader than the right they cur
rently enjoy. Under current law, com
plainants may present evidence at a 
hearing, but may not participate as 
parties. I do not believe that the con
ferees intended to give complainants 
the right to participate as parties, but 
the conference report provisions are 
somewhat ambiguous and might be 
misconstrued to expand the participa
tion rights of non-Federal entities. 
Will the chairman confirm that we did 
not intend to expand such rights? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Ma.dam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLILEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. BLILEY. Am I, therefore, correct 
that if the conference report is enacted 
into law, non-Federal entities should 
not be permitted to participate as par
ties in noncompliance hearings? 

Mr. WAXMAN. I agree with the gen
tleman's statement. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I re
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I might 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to pref
ace my remarks with two assurances: 
First, the conference report on S. 1306 
does indeed implement many needed 
accountability measures, safeguards, 
and new initiatives vital to the field of 

alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health 
services across this country. 

Second, while my own State of Flor
ida, as well as Texas, Arizona, Colo
rado, Virginia, Maryland, Delaware, 
Nevada, and California, stand to lose 
substantial funds as a result of the pro
posed funding allocation formula, it is 
not my intent to propose changes to 
the formula itself. While many compo
nents of the proposed formula are of 
questionable merit and even are con
troversial, I recognize that the formula 
is a result of prolonged and tireless bi
partisan efforts. I stand ready to sup
port the formula. 

Having laid out those assurances, let 
me now bring to your attention some 
concerns. While the first concern re
lates only to the States that stand to 
lose funds, the remaining concerns im
pact every State in this country. 

Due to these concerns, I will oppose 
the bill and will be supporting a mo
tion to recommit the conference report 
at the end of general debate. 

Madam Speaker, the nine States that 
I just mentioned, and I will repeat 
them, Texas, Arizona, Colorado, Vir
ginia, Maryland, Delaware, Nevada, 
California, and Florida, stand to collec
tively lose $36,226,806 by this legisla
tion. 

Three-quarters of these funds, 
Madam Speaker, have already been al
located to these States, and in some 
cases spent or planned for by the re
spective State legislatures. To require 
these States to revert these funds, to 
refund these funds, if you will, at this 
stage of the Federal fiscal year, is not 
only unprecedented, but would cause 
irreparable harm. Florida alone will 
lose $16.5 million as a result of this leg
islation. 

Madam Speaker, let me take a few 
minutes to describe how these reduc
tions will affect the State of Florida. 

First, there would be a $12.5 million 
reduction for substance abuse services. 
Reductions would be seen in .residential 
services, which include detox, short
and long-term residential facilities and 
halfway houses. Outpatient services, 
which include counseling, testing, 
methadone treatment, aftercare, case 
management, and day treatment serv
ices would also be drastically cut. 

The improvement to the entire 
health picture, the entire drug picture, 
substance abuse picture that this legis
lation is intended to help, would in fact 
be hurt. 

Currently, there are over 3,000 clients 
on waiting lists statewide for residen
tial and outpatient services at this 
time. As a result of these reductions, 
statewide waiting lists will increase by 
over 100 percent. Is that what we want 
to accomplish here in this Congress? I 
think not. 

Florida would also lose the Florida 
Addiction Treatment Center, the only 
statewide facility exclusively for sub
stance abusers with mental health 
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problems. This loss will result in 450 ure of the need for substance abuse 
clients not receiving services. services but not mental health serv-

In adult mental health services, the 
State of Florida will see a $4 million 
reduction. Most adult mental health 
initiatives will be set back. 

By reducing the ability of commu
nities to serve people with serious men
tal illness, increased utilization can be 
expected in mental health institutions 
and crisis stabilization units, all of 
which are already overcapacity. 

Madam Speak er, several of my col
leagues will address concerns with Fed
eral funding for clean-needle programs 
and also address the provision allowing 
the Health and Human Services Sec
retary to issue regulations permitting 
methadone maintenance treatment 
programs and, therefore, I will not go 
into any extension of those. 

My colleagues, I say to you through 
the Speaker, you owe it to yourselves 
and the constituents of your respective 
States to consider how this legislation 
might adversely affect your State 
through loss of dollars and through 
other mandatory provisions, and then 
demand an improved version. 

By opposing the bill and supporting 
the motion to recommit, my colleagues 
can prevent bad public health policy 
and legislative procedure from becom
ing law. The result of investing a mini
mal amount of additional time and ef
fort in conference over the next week 
or over the next few days will be a 
sound ADAMHA Reorganization Act, 
which implements responsible public 
health and drug abuse policy of which 
we can all be proud. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume on the issue of the formula for 
allocation for mental health and sub
stance abuse funds. 

Madam Speaker, this formula I think 
is fair and equitable. It was developed 
in close consultation with the General 
Accounting Office. It targets funds to 
States based upon the relative need of 
the State. The mental health formula 
allocates funds based on each State's 
population at risk for mental illness, 
the State's fiscal capacity, and the 
State's relative cost of providing serv-· 
ices. 
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The substance abuse formula takes 

into account both the fiscal capacity of 
the State, the relative cost of provid
ing services, and the population at 
risk, particularly the population of 
urban youth. Current law formula is 
flawed. Mental health funds were allo
cated by the same formula that applied 
for substance abuse. The populations at 
risk are very different. 

Under current law, the formula 
placed great emphasis upon the rel
ative urban population of a State. 
Urban population is a reasonable meas-

ices. 
In 1991, the Department of Health and 

Human Services notified each State 
that its allotment for fiscal year 1992 
would likely change. States were noti
fied at the request of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], Senator 
KENNEDY, and myself. It was made 
clear to each State that the allocation 
formula was likely to change and, too, 
the change would be effective in fiscal 
year 1992. 

States were encouraged to budget ac
cordingly. All States were given pro
tection. 

In addition to providing States with 
early notification of change, the con
ference agreement includes provisions 
that protect for 3 years any State allo
cation from falling below the fiscal 
year 1991 level. All States are protected 
uniformly. Not every State is happy 
with the allocations, with the outcome. 
Some States, such as Florida or Texas, 
actually prefer current law. It is under
standable. Current law provided larger 
net increases relative to fiscal year 
1991 than the conference agreement. 

No States, however, will actually ex
perience a loss of funding. Every State 
was aware that a formula change was 
likely in fiscal year 1992. 

If we go back into the conference, as 
some would have us do, to try to do 
something more for Florida and Texas, 
as they would like, we are going to 
have to do less for States that have 
done well, such as Indiana, New York, 
Ohio, Michigan, Washington, Ten
nessee, South Carolina, Rhode Island, 
Massachusetts, Maine, Louisiana, Ken
tucky, Alabama, and Arkansas, just to 
name a few. My own State of California 
could argue that they should get more 
money, and I would love to get more 
money for the State of California. But 
we have got to get a formula that ev
eryone can agree upon and get this bill 
moving. We have been deadlocked on 
this legislation for some years over 
this fight. 

I want to point out again, a reminder 
to every Member, when the conference 
report came to the conferees, every sin
gle member of the conference signed it 
and every single member of that con
ference is supporting it. And that is on 
a bipartisan basis. 

There are Members going to be un
happy with various aspects of this con
ference agreement. Some States, like 
Florida, are unhappy. Some are going 
to be unhappy about other provisions. 
We did the very best we could. 

I would urge that we support this 
conference agreement, put this issue 
behind us in a way that I think re
solves these outstanding questions in a 
fair and equitable manner. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in support of S. 1306, legislation to 
reauthorize Federal substance abuse 
and mental health programs. 

This legislation will provide the au
thority for a number of critical sub
stance abuse prevention and treatment 
programs. I am particularly pleased 
that the conferees retained language 
providing for residential substance 
abuse treatment for pregnant women. 
This provision embodied legislation in
troduced by my good friend and col
league, Congressman DURBIN; I am an 
original cosponsor of the bill. 

Our failure to provide residential 
treatment for pregnant women has had 
a tragic impact on our Nation. An esti
mated 375,000 drug-affected babies are 
born every year, many with serious 
medical problems. The cost of provid
ing medical treatment and foster care 
for these children is far greater than 
the cost of residential substance abuse 
treatment for pregnant women. Hos
pital care for drug-affected newborns 
alone totaled $121 million in Maryland 
in 1989. The cost of providing hospital 
and foster care services through age 5 
for the 9,000 cocaine-exposed children 
in only 8 major cities in 1989 totaled 
$500 million. This cost does not include 
special education programs and serv
ices needed after the age of 5. 

And yet, two-thirds of the hospitals 
surveyed in 1989 by the Select Commit
tee on Children, Youth, and Families 
reported that they had no place to 
refer pregnant addicts for treatment. 
This bill authorizes grants for residen
tial treatment, providing these women 
with the services needed to regain con
trol over their lives, and preventing 
damage to their children. Society will 
benefit from the contributions of these 
women and their children, and we will 
avoid the enormous costs of caring for 
addicted infants. 

I also commend the conferees for se
lecting the Washington, DC, metropoli
tan area for a substance abuse treat
ment demonstration program. Local 
governments will provide comprehen
sive substance abuse treatment serv
ices to thousands of area substance 
abusers, and will allow the Capital area 
to serve as a national model for treat
ment service delivery. This is particu
larly important in view of the recent 
revelation that the Washington area 
has the highest rate of new HIV infec
tion in the country-and the disease is 
now spreading most quickly among in
travenous drug users. 

The Metropolitan Washington Coun
cil of Governments reports that more 
than 128,000 individuals over the age of 
12 need drug or alcohol treatment; 
however, public resources are available 
to treat only 40,000 individuals. In addi
tion, clients seeking treatment must 
wait from 4 to 24 weeks to enter avail
able services. Increased Federal fund
ing in combination with State, local, 
and regional efforts is necessary if we 
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are to provide critical and cost-effec
tive treatment services. 

Madam Speaker, I commend Chair
man WAXMAN and the members of the 
committee for their efforts, and I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this legislation. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD]. 
. Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in opposition to the con
ference report on S. 1306. 

Last week, 148 Members voted 
against passing this conference report 
on the Suspension Calendar. Much of 
this opposition was due to the fact that 
this reorganization bill does not in
clude the current prohibition on the 
use of Federal funds for needle ex
change programs. 

As a result, States would be allowed, 
for the first time, to use Federal tax 
dollars for the distribution of needles 
to intravenous drug users. This would 
be a disastrous move and a virtual sur
render of the fight against drug abuse. 

I call my colleagues' attention to an 
editorial in the Washington Post dated 
February 29, 1992, about a failed needle 
exchange experiment in Zurich, Swit
zerland, known as Platzspitz. 

Under this program, heroin addicts 
could gather together in a park, far 
from residential neighborhoods, where 
they were provided clean needles and 
medical care. The purpose of the park 
was twofold: To slow the spread of 
AIDS among intravenous drug users 
and to separate potentially dangerous 
abusers from the rest of society. 

The experiment was, in the words of 
the Post, a disaster. In addition to the 
increased number of violent crimes and 
medical emergencies-including 81 
drug-related deaths in 1 year alone-
park users claimed that the absence of 
legal prohibitions against drugs at
tracted many youngsters to the park. 

Fortunately, city officials came to 
their senses and closed the park in Feb
ruary. But not until after too many 
people had died from drug overdoses, or 
had been victims of drug-related crime, 
or had become addicted to drugs after 
visiting the park. 

The lesson from Platzspitz is simple: 
The only way to keep people who use 
intravenous drugs from killing them
selves is to get them into real, zero tol
erance treatment programs and off 
drugs for good. 

That is what ADAMHA is supposed to 
be about: Programs to help people re
ceive the treatment they need for sub
stance abuse problems. That's why 
ADAMHA does and should continue 
funding projects like the consolidated 
chemical dependency treatment fund 
in Minnesota, which pools together 
Federal, State, and local assistance for 
cost-efficient treatment services. 

But legitimate programs like these 
suffer when funds are used for experi
ments, like needle exchange programs, 

that encourage, facilitate, or condone 
illegal drug use. In addition to provid
ing money for substance abusers, we 
must give them the right message. Un
fortunately, the present conference re
port does not do that. 

That's why I sent a letter with a 
number of my colleagues asking the 
administration to support this motion 
to recommit the conference report, and 
I am pleased by the administration's 
decision to do so. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
antineedle exchange position of the Na
tional District Attorneys Association 
and vote for this motion to recommit 
the bill to conference. Let's pass an 
ADAMHA reorganization bill which 
will help save lives, not destroy them. 

I ask that along with the full text of 
my statement, this editorial from the 
Washington Post, the policy position 
paper of the National District Attor
neys Association, my letter to Sec
retary Sullivan, and the administra
tion's policy statement be printed in 
the RECORD. 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 29, 1992) 
SECOND THOUGHTS IN SWITZERLAND 

An experiment prompted by good inten
tions has failed in Switzerland. In response 
to the rising rate of both heroin addiction 
and AIDS in that country, city authorities in 
Zurich decided in 1989 to create a refuge for 
addicts in a park near the main railroad sta
tion. Because of this central location, the 
area, known as Platzspitz, was easily acces
sible to addicts, and because it is on a penin
sula of land it was easily avoided by the gen
eral public. 

The idea was to gather the addicts in a 
convenient place to keep them out of the in
creasingly frightened residential neighbor
hoods, while also making medical care, free 
syringes and condoms available at a place of 
congregation. But in order to draw drug 
users, a moratorium on arrests for posses
sion and use was declared, and small sales 
were ignored. 

In theory, it was a thoughtful, well-mean
ing plan. In practice it was a disaster. A few 
hundred addicts came in the beginning, but 
as the word spread, tens of thousands con
gregated, many from other countries in Eu
rope. By last year, drug dealers from as far 
away as the Middle East had moved in. 

International coverage of conditions in the 
park, including some stories in this paper, 
presented a picture of young people shooting 
up, hallucinating, acting wild or staring, 
stoned, into space. Television images were 
powerful. In Zurich, citizens were quickly 
disillusioned. There were increases in theft 
and violence in the area and almost continu
ous medical emergencies. Last year, there 
were 81 drug-related deaths in the park. 

Swiss officials closed Platzspitz in Feb
ruary, and though they fear the dispersal of 
addicts throughout the city, they could no 
longer tolerate either the flood of outsiders 
or the chaotic conditions in the park. The in
cidence of AIDS in Switzerland is still high, 
though authorities claim that the rate of in
crease among intravenous drug users in Zu
rich has been slowed. Is there more addic
tion? That is not yet known. Statistical 
comparisons are hard to make because of the 
influx of addicts from other cities in Europe. 
But even some of the park's users have said 
that the absence of barriers to use and the 

easy availability of drugs in a public place 
attracted youngsters. 

There must be a better way to reach ad
dicts and to deal with AIDS in that popu
lation. That effort must continue. But an 
important lesson can be learned from the Zu
rich experience and from a similar experi
ment in Amsterdam, where drug use in pub
lic was tolerated. Notwithstanding the crime 
and related social problems associated with 
the drug culture, addiction itself is a terrible 
condition-degrading, dehumanizing and 
dangerous. One glimpse of the faces in the 
crowds at Platzspitz should convince even 
the most fervent reformer that legalization 
is the wrong way to go. 

OFFICIAL POLICY POSITION OF THE NATIONAL 
DISTRICT ATTORNEYS ASSOCIATION 

OPPOSING NEEDLE EXCHANGE EXPERIMENTATION 
Whereas, a number of jurisdictions have or 

are considering experimentation with needle 
exchange programs; and 

Whereas, proponents of needle exchange 
experimentation argue that permitting ad
dicts to trade dirty for clean needles will re
duce the transmission of HIV through shared 
needles; and 

Whereas, this argument contains several 
faulty and unsupported assumptions such as: 

Incorrectly assuming that addicts share 
needles because clean needles are unavail
able. America's police and prosecutors have 
learned through interviews of addicts and 
seizures from addicts that needle sharing oc
curs as part of the drug culture even when 
addicts have unused needles readily avail
able. Addicts often share the drugs contained 
in a single syringe and view needle sharing 
as an expression of trust with one another. 

Incorrectly assuming that a needle ex
change experiment will make needles more 
available. Insulin needles are commonly 
available and inexpensive. Several jurisdic
tions which have experimented with needle 
exchange have failed to show any benefit 
from the experiment, few addicts have ex
changed needles, and no decrease in the 
spread of HIV has been established. 

Incorrectly assuming that the only harm 
to be avoided is the transmission of HIV and 
ignores the fact that drug usage, particu
larly during pregnancy, causes permanent 
and even fatal effects on users and infants; 
and 

Whereas, needle exchange experiments, to 
the extent they are successful, encourage ad
dicts to continue illegal drug usage and are 
inconsistent with providing for education, 
enforcement, and treatment; 

Therefore, be it resolved; that the NDAA 
condemns needle exchange experiments be
cause they are being supported by faulty and 
unsupported assumptions which ignore the 
realities of drug usage; and 

Be it further resolved that NDAA con
demns needle exchange experiments as toler
ating and even encouraging illegal drug 
usage; and 

Be it further resolved the NDAA supports 
drug education, aggressive enforcement and 
readily available treatment as the most ef
fective combination to eliminate the host of 
evils caused by the illegal use of drugs. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, May 27, 1992. 

Dr. LOUIS W. SULLIVAN, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services, Washington, DC. 
DEAR DR. SULLIVAN: We the undersigned 

respectfully request that you and the Bush 
Administration oppose the present con
ference report on S. 1306, the Alcohol, Drug 
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Abuse and Mental Health Administration 
Reorganization Act of 1991. 

We have two specific problems with the 
conference report: it does not include the 
current prohibition on federal funds for nee
dle exchange programs and it requires the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
to issue regulations permitting "no-frills" 
methadone maintenance programs. 

This is unsound public policy. Hard-core 
addicts need emergency outreach and drug 
treatment programs, not clean needles. They 
need comprehensive treatment and rehabili
tative services, vocational training and em
ployment counseling-not methadone. They 
need programs that save lives, not destroy 
them. 

As you wrote House and Senate conferees 
on March 29, 1992, "There is no evidence that 
such programs reduce the incidence of HIV 
infection. Making sterile needles available to 
HIV Drug users only encourages more drug 
use." You were absolutely right. 

While all of us are concerned with the 
spread of AIDS in our nation's cities, it does 
not make sense to remedy the problem by 
adopting HIV control programs that encour
age dangerous and illegal drug use. Instead, 
we should promote aggressive outreach pro
grams to educate intravenous drug users 
about the dangers of the HIV virus and drug 
treatment programs to get people off drugs 
for good. 

Last week, 148 members voted against the 
conference report after minimal notification. 
We want to see an ADAMHA reorganization 
bill pass this year, but not if it includes pro
visions encouraging drug abuse. 

For these reasons, we urge your support for 
a motion to recommit the conference report 
with instructions to the conferees to rein
state the prohibition on needle exchange and 
the removal of the "no-frills" methadone 
maintenance program. Your support will be 
a crucial factor in our efforts to clean up the 
conference report. 

Thank you for your efforts and those of the 
Bush Administration to free America from 
the scourge of drugs. We look forward to 
your support for the motion to recommit. 

Sincerely, 
Jim Sensenbrenner, Tom DeLay, James 

M. Inhofe, Vin Weber, Porter J. Goss, 
Jim Ramstad, Robert K. Dornan, Bill 
Paxon, Sam Johnson, John T . Doo
little, 

Members of Congress. 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, May 28 1992. 
Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY. 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Wash

ington , DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: We understand that 

you will soon have under consideration the 
conference report to accompany S. 1306, the 
ADAMHA Reorganization Act. 

We are pleased that the conferees chose to 
include as the centerpiece of the legislation 
the reorganization of the Alcohol, Drug 
Abuse, and Mental Health Administration 
(ADAMHA). We also support the other provi
sions that are consistent with the Adminis
tration's proposals to establish a substance 
abuse capacity expansion programs and to 
require statewide substance abuse treatment 
and prevention plans. 

The Administration strongly objects to the 
conferees' removal of the prohibition against 
the use of State block grant funds for clean 
needle exchange programs. There is no evi
dence that such programs reduce the inci
dence of HIV infection. Making sterile nee-

dles available to IV drug users only encour
ages more drug use. We feel adamantly that 
the prohibition should not have been re
moved and we will support a motion to 
recomit with instructions to add the prohibi
tion to the bill. The adoption of the prohibi
tion would make the conference report ac
ceptable to the Administration. 

We are advised by the Office of Manage
ment and Budget that there is no objection 
to the presentation of this report from the 
standpoint of the Administration's program. 

Sincerely, 
LOUIS W. SULLIVAN, M.D. 

D 1630 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in support of the bill, 
particularly section 124, which targets 
trauma centers that are troubled by 
drug-impacted violence. 

Madam Speaker, I wish to pose to the 
distinguished chairman of the Sub
committee on Health and the Environ
ment of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, my colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN], 
a question, to secure clarification on 
title VI of the conference agreement 
concerning trauma centers and drug
related violence. 

The city of Newark, in the heart of 
my district, is the location for a na
tionally recognized level I trauma cen
ter, one which is confronted daily with 
a high incidence of drug use-related vi
olence and injury. In addition, this 
trauma center serves an inordinately 
large indigent population. 

This is the type of trauma center 
considered eligible to apply for assist
ance under the program. My question 
is, therefore, Mr. Chairman, in my in
terpretation, the violence stemming 
from drug trafficking emphasized by 
the conference report is inclusive of 
drug use-related violence and injury, as 
well as the violence associated with the 
importation, distribution, and sales of 
illicit drugs. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, the 
gentleman is correct, and I appreciate 
the opportunity to clarify this point. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. I thank 
the gentleman for his response. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RANGEL]. 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from California, 
the distinguished chairman of the sub
committee [Mr. WAXMAN], for the pro
fessional job that he has always done 
in this area. 

Madam Speaker, I reluctantly rise in 
opposition to the bill and support its 
recommittal, because nowhere in the 
House bill and nowhere in the Senate 
bill did I find a provision which would 
allow for the interim use of methadone 

maintenance. Most of my colleagues 
know that methadone is an addictive 
drug, far more addictive than heroin, 
and many times it has been proposed as 
a treatment for heroin addicts, but 

· only if provided with some type of 
counseling, some type of therapeutic 
assistance, but never just as a sub
stitute drug. 

HHS had already considered a pro
posed rule that would authorize the use 
of methadone, methadone mainte
nance, without providing the type of 
support service, and in the proposal in 
1989 and 1990, State drug treatment 
agencies all over the country indicated 
that we were further eroding a very 
fragile treatment delivery system by 
superimposing the congressional will 
on those professionals who know best 
how to take care of drug addicts. 

I have gone around the State and 
around the country as the chairman of 
the Select Committee on Narcotics 
Abuse and Control, and nowhere have I 
found that using methadone by itself 
as a treatment modality should be ac
cepted. Indeed, I have in my hand a 
telegram that was sent to me by the 
former Director of the Division of Sub
stance Abuse, Herbert D. Klieber, who 
is now a professor of psychiatry, that 
says that: 

Because the intra-methadone maintenance 
provision is not only a bad idea in itself, but 
that bad treatment can be worse than no 
treatment, it carries the risk of undercut
ting effective treatment, and given the budg
et difficulties of many States, it is conceiv
able that the full service slots might be sac
rificed to expand these slots. 

Indeed, as relates to the AIDS epi
demic, we may be doing more damage 
than what we are trying to cure. 

Madam Speaker, I do not know why 
this matter could not have had hear
ings, could not have been debated, 
could not have come before the House. 
But in the middle of the night it finds 
itself in the conference report. I must 
say that I would hope that even though 
it is in the bill, that the bill be recom
mitted and the conferees try to bring 
back to us what we have deliberated, 
what we have debated, and what we 
have asked them to come back with in 
conference, and not this material that 
was germane, but certainly was not 
voted in the House or Senate. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, first, 
we would not permit under this legisla
tion permanent treatment slots to be 
turned in to these temporary slots. The 
idea behind this interim service notion 
was that when people are on the wait
ing list to get into a treatment slot, 
and if there is not one available to 
them, we simply do not say, "Go home 
and we will call you when something is 
available." We let them, at the State 
option, choose to provide some interim 
services. A State would have the deter-
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mination, the power to determine, 
what that would mean. A State could 
use methadone. 

I know the gentleman opposes that, 
but from our point of view, better to do 
that than nothing; better to do coun
seling than nothing, especially when IV 
drug users might be sharing needles 
and spreading AIDS. 

I would prefer, as the gentleman 
would, that everyone who needs a drug 
addiction program be given full and 
comprehensive services, but interim 
services are better than no services at 
all. That was our hope, to see them be 
made available under this legislation. 

Mr. RANGEL. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to respond to the gen
tleman. That might be the right legis
lative view, and indeed, it might be the 
political view, but those that provide 
the services say that we may be doing 
more damage than good. We have had 
hearings on this and we have had State 
agencies say that if they cannot pro
vide a full service, they should not be 
giving this very dangerous drug called 
methadone. There would be diversion, 
there would be people that OD by using 
this with other drugs. If we take a look 
at the places that are providing these 
interim services, they are not places 
we would want to see our friends or 
family have to attend. 

Mr. WAXMAN. It sounds like the 
gentleman distrusts the ability of the 
States to use their good judgment on 
this matter, and in terms of the bill, 
we leave it up to the State to deter
mine what short-term services should 
be available. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. OXLEY]. 

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in support of the conference report, and 
give a great deal of credit to the con
ferees for putting together what I con
sider to be a very effective package. I 
say that for several reasons. First of 
all, the funding formula, particularly 
concerning the hold harmless clause, 
makes certain that no State is inad
vertently or otherwise taken advan
tage of in the overall funding formula. 
I think that that has been, in the fund
ing formula, set up very well by the 
committee to make certain it was fair. 

Second, I think all of us for a long 
time had hoped that we could essen
tially split the alcohol-drug abuse pro
gram block grants from mental health, 
recognizing that they had two different 
and distinct functions. As a result of 
the conference committee report, we 
are doing exactly that. 

Last, Madam Speaker, in regard to 
the needle exchange program, I for one 
oppose the concept of needle ex
changes. However, I have to say that in 
the conference report the language is 
neutral. Indeed, it really does not 
speak to that controversy, essentially 
allowing jurisdictions to make their 
own determinations. 

While I would like to see an outright 
ban, I recognize that in many instances 
it was simply impossible to provide, 
particularly based on what the Senate 
language had provided. So for those 
reasons, I think that those who appar
ently are trying to derail this worth
while conference report by arguments 
about the needle exchange programs, I 
would ask that the Members keep their 
eyes on the ball here and find out spe
cifically how their own individual 
State will do under the new funding 
formula, understand that the silence of 
the language regarding needle ex
change is there for a purpose, and look 
to see how their own particular State 
does. 

I, for one, urge particularly my col
leagues from Ohio to support this 
worthwhile conference report. 

0 1640 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Madam Speak er, I rise today in oppo
sition to the conference report on S. 
1306. Because of the change in the fund
ing formula proposed in the conference 
report, the State of Nevada would lose 
approximately 5 percent of its funding 
for mental health services and alcohol 
and drug abuse services. 

While 5 percent may not seem large 
to you, it is to Nevadans. In fact, it 
means that approximately 200 Nevad
ans would not be able to access alcohol 
and drug treatment and over 1,000 will 
be denied alcohol and drug prevention 
activities because of these cuts. Mental 
health services, too, would suffer losing 
$106,639. 

The most troubling aspect of this 
conference report is that the formula 
change becomes effective immediately 
and is retroactive to October 1, 1991. 
Since three-quarters of these funds 
have already been allocated to States 
and used by some States like Nevada, 
these States would be required to re
turn to return these funds. Surely this 
would cause irreparable harm to Ne
vada which is already under financial 
distress. 

Let me share some statistics with 
you. According to a U.S. Senate Judici
ary Committee study, Nevada ranks 
second in the Nation in the number of 
hardcore cocaine addicts. Even worse, 
over 50 percent of Nevada sixth graders 
report the _ use of alcohol and other 
drugs. The numbers are quite startling. 

Furthermore, Madam Speaker, this 
conference report would allow the use 
of Federal funds to give needles to drug 
addicts. Rather than supporting this 
gimmick, Federal funds should be used 
for useful treatment programs-to im
prove the quality of life of our citizens 
in Nevada, and throughout the coun
try. 

Madam Speaker, we cannot let drug, 
and alcohol, and mental health statis
tics get worse. The conferees must re
consider this report so that States' 
awards for this fiscal year are held 
harmless and the formula is not imple
mented until October 1992. I urge my 
colleagues to vote to recommit this 
legislation. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
31/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. LOWERY]. 

Mr. LOWERY of California. Madam 
Speaker, I would like to take this op
portuni ty to thank the managers of 
this bill, Mr. WAXMAN and Mr. BLILEY, 
for their efforts and cooperation in en
suring that the measure I introduced, 
H.R. 4285, the Trauma Care Center 
Alien Compensation Act of 1992, stayed 
intact throughout the House and Sen
ate conference. I would also like to 
thank the conferees for their support of 
this important piece of legislation. I 
introduced this same measure last Con
gress, with the intention of assisting 
State and local governments in the 
maintenance and improvement of re
gional systems in trauma care. 

Based upon recent Congressional 
Budget Office estimates of the undocu
mented alien population and the Cen
sus Bureau's estimates of yearly 
growth in this targeted population, ap
proximately 6 million undocumented 
aliens and alien workers will be poten
tial users of America's health care sys
tems in 1992. Of the 6 million undocu
mented aliens present in the country, 
approximately 1.8 million will utilize 
some form of health care services 
available to the population at large, 
and of that, 40 percent of the costs in
curred will be attributable to emer
gency medical services. 

My legislation establishes a program 
of formula grants to compensate in 
whole or in part certain trauma care 
centers for unreimbursed costs in
curred by treating undocumented 
aliens. It is my understanding that the 
conferees realized the crisis facing our 
Nation's trauma care centers and au
thorized $100 million to assist them for 
the fiscal year 1993. 

Under my provision, trauma care 
centers must prove that at least 15 per
cent of their unreimbursed trauma care 
costs are attributable to undocumented 
aliens. Furthermore, trauma care cen
ters must prove that they attempted to 
track down the patient to recover the 
costs. But once they have dem
onstrated to the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services that a genuine ef
fort at recouping the costs of trauma 
care provided has been attempted, as
sistance from the Federal Government 
will be provided. While the formula 
may be subject to change, it is esti
mated that the 15 percent figure will 
address the most dramatic needs of the 
various trauma care centers through
out the country-enabling them to 
keep their doors open. 
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This problem is not a new one. In 

1977, the House Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce and the 
House Subcommittee on Health and 
the Environment held hearings on five 
separate pieces of legislation which 
would have authorized the Public 
Health Service to provide financial as
sistance to medical facilities for trau
ma and medical emergency treatments 
provided to indigent and undocumented 
aliens. More recently, on September 11, 
1985, the House Subcommittee on Im
migration, Refugees, and International 
Law held similar hearings on this exact 
issue. 

I do not think it is necessary for me 
to stand here on the floor and praise 
the virtues of trauma care centers and 
the role they play in saving lives. 
Without immediate treatment, many 
trauma patients die within the first 
hour of sustaining their injury. States 
such as California and Florida have set 
up trauma care network systems to en
sure that state of the art surgical serv
ices would be available during the crit
ical 60-minute period in which trauma 
patients must receive medical treat
ment or quite possibly die. 

However, the financial viability of 
trauma centers is under tremendous 
strain. My legislation is but one re
sponse to the plea for Federal assist
ance from various hospitals and trau
ma care centers throughout the coun
try. 

While undocumented aliens are not 
the sole reason for the untimely clos
ings and financial problems facing 
many of our Nation's trauma care cen
ters, these individuals receive approxi
mately 18 percent of our Nation's un
compensated emergency care. If the 
Federal Government ever gets around 
to implementing an effective immigra
tion policy and regaining control of our 
international borders, the costs associ
ated with this bill will decrease signifi
cantly. 

I am pleased that the House and Sen
ate conferees found that there is a 
proper role for the Federal Government 
to assist State and local governments 
with the costs of providing uncompen
sated trauma care to undocumented 
aliens. The costs of providing emer
gency medical services to undocu
mented aliens are increasing the al
ready heavy burden shouldered by 
county taxpayers. Ci ties such as San 
Diego, Los Angeles, Houston, Tucson, 
Miami, and El Paso are treating a 
growing number of uninsured, undocu
mented trauma patients. The closing of 
over 60 trauma care centers in recent 
years is clear and convincing evidence 
that the time for Federal assistance is 
now. Closing trauma care centers is lit-

. erally a matter of life and death. 
I realize that there are larger finan

cial problems facing our Nation's trau
ma care centers. However, it is my be
lief that a limited measure at this time 
is all that is possible in light of today's 

budget environment. But, Madam 
Speaker, I know with certainty that 
this beginning will save lives. It may 
be a child hit by a car, a heart attack 
patient, or an innocent victim of some 
senseless crime. We may not know who 
these benefactors will be, but we can 
know that our good efforts today will 
preserve life tomorrow. 

Before I close, I wish to thank the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee, Mr. 
DINGELL and Mr. LENT, the chairman 
and ranking member of the Sub
committee on Health and the Environ
ment, Mr. WAXMAN and Mr. BLILEY, 
and the members of the ·House and Sen
ate conference for ensuring the viabil
ity and integrity of this much-needed 
measure. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BACCHUS]. 

Mr. BACCHUS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of the motion to 
recommit S. 1306, the conference report 
that reauthorizes the Alcohol, Drug 
Abuse, and Mental Health Administra
tion. I certainly recognize the hard 
work and leadership of chairman WAX
MAN and members of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee. There is much 
good in this conference report. Regret
tably, I am unable to support the re
port because of the harmful effect it 
will have on Florida and many other 
States. 

I am voting for this motion in the 
hopes that the conferees will address 
the retroactive funding provision for 
the new funding formula block grant. I 
am deeply troubled that, under this re
port, the formula would take effect im
mediately and would be retroactive to 
October 1, 1991. Three-quarters of the 
funds for this fiscal year have already 
been allocated to the States. In many 
cases these funds have already been 
spent or allocated. To require these 
States to give back these funds is not 
only unprecedented; it would cause ir
reparable harm. 

In addition to the retroactive funding 
provision, the conference report also 
mandates certain substance abuse pro
grams that further limit a State's abil
ity to meet its own substance abuse 
needs. While these may be laudable 
programs, the conference report does 
not provide additional funding to help 
finance these new services. For exam
ple, the conference report requires that 
each State spend not less than 5 per
cent of its 1993 allocation on new serv
ices for pregnant women and for 
women with dependent children. Such 
services should be provided; however, 
there is not funding increase to meet 
this mandate. Quite the contrary, this 
conference report would immediately 
cut Florida's allocation of these block 
grant funds by $16.5 million-or more 
than 20 percent of the State's alloca
tion of Federal funds. How can we cut 
funding retroactively and still man-

date that another $3 million be set 
aside to provide new services for preg
nant women and women with depend
ent children? Florida simply does not 
have the resources to meet these needs. 

Like so many States during these re
cessionary times, Florida faces a se
vere budget crisis. Florida's State gov
ernment is having to cut minimal serv
ices, while State and local administra
tors must stretch public funds to their 
limit to meet substance abuse and 
mental health needs, all of which are 
multiplying in our fastgrowing State. 
A reduction in these funds 8 months 
into this fiscal year would be a dev
astating blow to Florida's ability to 
maintain the current marginal levels 
of critically needed alcohol, drug 
abuse, and mental health services. This 
conference report is an abandonment of 
people in Florida and many other 
States who rely on these services. I 
support the motion to recommit this 
bill to the conferees. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. PETERSON]. 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup
port of the motion to recommit the 
conference report on S. 1306, the Alco
hol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 
Administration block grant program. 

If this legislation is approved by Con
gress here today, the State of Florida 
will lose approximately $16.5 million of 
our share of the block grant. To make 
matters worse, this loss is retroactive 
to October 1, 1991. Florida would have 
to give back $16.5 million with only 4 
months left in the current fiscal year. 

Of this cut, $4 million would be taken 
from mental health programs, which 
will result in an elimination of services 
to an estimated 3,536 seriously emo
tionally disturbed individuals requir
ing a range of community support serv
ices in order to be productive members 
of society. 

The remainder of the cut would come 
in the form of a $12.5 million reduction 
in grants for substance abuse programs 
in Florida. This will result in elimi
nation of services for an estimated 
1,383 alcohol and drug abusing/addicted 
individuals requiring a wide range of 
community-based treatment services. 

Madam Speaker, I am unaware of any 
such cut being imposed on a State be
fore. It is unacceptable for this legisla
tion to be retroactive. This bill reneges 
on a $16.5 million obligation to the 
State of Florida. It is an unsound and 
unfair financial practice to take back 
$16.5 million of Florida's grant award 
with only 4 months remaining in the 
grant year left to obligate the funds 
under statutory requirements of a 1-
year obligation period. 

But this is only one in a series of ex
amples where Florida gets the shaft 
when it comes time to return Federal 
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funds. In fact, Florida, the Nation's 
fourth most populous State, is next to 
last among the States, 49th out of 50, in 
receipt of Federal formula and grant 
programs for State and local govern
ments. And under this bill, Florida 
would lose more money, $16 million, 
than any other State by far. This is 
blatantly unfair and impos~ible to jus
tify. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col
leagues in the strongest possible terms 
to support the motion to recommit. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. . 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in support o·f the con
ference report, and I particularly want 
to comment on one aspect of it. 

These are grants that are used for 
various purposes, and in the past they 
have been rather restrictive, and I 
think most of us have worked for more 
flexibility so that when they come to a 
State they can be used for those pur
poses that are of the highest priority 
for that particular State. 

So I want to thank the chairman and 
the ranking member for the work that 
has been done in this particular bill to 
make those, particularly for intra
venous drug users, more flexible and 
more useful for a State like mine. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
conference report. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
l1/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to op
pose the conference report on S. 1306 
and support the motion to recommit. I 
cannot, in good conscience, support the 
clean needle exchange provision or the 
methadone maintenance stations, espe
cially when these programs in part will 
be instituted at the expense of drug 
abuse and mental health clients in the 
State of Florida. How in the world do 
we justify supporting the drug habits 
of hard-core addicts across this coun
try at the same time closing the doors 
of working treatment and outreach 
centers in Texas, Florida and several 
other States? There is no logic in forc
ing States to return money that is cur
rently well spent, committed to provid
ing successful treatment to victims of 
drug and alcohol abuse. What can we 
tell individuals who suffer from mental 
illness . and are currently receiving 
treatment in Florida?- "Here's a clean 
needle? Have some methadone?" 

Madam Speaker, I am asking my col
leagues to recommit S. 1306 because it 
sets terrible precedents and because 
States like Florida will be unable to 
make up the million dollar losses to 
substance abuse and mental health pro
grams. These vital assistance pr·ograms 
are counting on this money to continue 
their work for the next 4 months. It 
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this bill passes, it is likely that: First, . ringes so that such individuals may use 
the State of Florida will fall out of illegal drugs. 
compliance with Federal regulations, Let me read from a letter today from 
resulting in a Federal court takeover Secretary of Health and Human Serv
of adult mental health services; second, ices Lou Sullivan to the Speaker: 
an additional, multimillion dollar cost The administration strongly objects to the 
to the State's taxpayers, and; third, conferees' removal of the prohibition against 
loss of additional block grant funds be- the use of State block grant funds for clean 
cause on noncompliance with public needle exchange programs. There is no evi
law. dence that such programs reduce the inci-

I am asking my colleagues to recom- dence of HIV infection. Making sterile nee
mi t s. 1306 because we will lose the dles available to IV drug users only encour-

ages more drug use. We feel adamantly that 
only statewide facility exclusively for the prohibition should not have been re-
substance abusers with mental health moved and we will support a motion to re
problems, the Florida Addiction Treat- commit with instructions to add the prohibi
ment Center. A waiting list of over tion to the bill. The adoption of the 
3,000 individuals will grow as residen- prohihition would make the conference re
tial services to 1,383 clients are cut, port acceptable to the administration. 
outpatient services to 2,416 clients are Madam Speaker, let me emphasize 
cut and, as the immigrant population this for just a moment. A "yes" vote 
continues to increase, Florida and will be a vote to insist that the Federal 
every other reorganized border State Government not pay for any clean-nee
will be in deep trouble. dle programs for drug addicts. A "yes" 

I am asking my colleagues to recom- vote will be a vote which says we are 
mit S. 1306 because we must provide for going to stop any taxpayer money at 
these people today, before they end up the Federal level from going to pay for 
on Medicaid and everyone, State and drug addicts getting needles from their 
Federal Governments, will end up foot- Government. Let me quote again what 
ing an even greater bill. the Secretary of Health and Human 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield Services said: "Making sterile needles 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Flor- available to IV drug users only encour-
ida [Mr. BENNETT]. ages more drug use." 

Mr. BENNETT. Madam Speaker, no so in Lou Sullivan's words, based on 
State in the Union has greater prob- his judgment as a doctor and as the 
lems with regard to the things that are head of Health and Human Services, a 
attempted to be helped by this legisla- "no" vote would be a vote to encourage 
tion, and to make a retroactive cut of more drug use. I do not want any Mem
$16 million against Florida seems to me ber to be confused about this, that to 
to be not wise and certainly not fair. vote against the motion to recommit 

The State of Florida has tried real as characterized by the Secretary of 
hard to control drugs. It has a large Health and Human Services, not by me, 
area of penetration where people could but by Dr. Sullivan, a "no" vote allows 
come in with drug~. an activity to go on which, as he says, 

The State of Florida has a lot of peo- only encourages more drug use. So I 
ple who come to Florida who have been want to ask every Member of the House 
ill and are experiencing mental prob- to join in. I believe this can be handled 
lems, and there are many special prob- cleanly and simply, to pass the motion 
lems with regard to Florida. I think to recommit, to accept the Senate Ian
the new formula is unfair to Florida guage to prohibit using Federal funds 
and should be corrected, and I hope the to provide individuals with hypodermic 
people will send this back by a motion needles or syringes so that such indi-
to recommit. vi duals may use illegal drugs. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam· Speaker, I yield 1 would strongly urge every Member 
3 minutes to the distinguished minor- to vote "yes" for the motion to recom
ity whip, the gentleman from Georgia mit to cut off any Federal money being 
[Mr. GINGRICH]. used to give needles to drug addicts. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I Again, I would strongly urge you not 
thank the gentleman for yielding me to vote " no, " because as Dr. Sullivan 
this time. characterized it, a " no" vote would Madam Speaker, let me say that I 
rise because I will have a motion to re- " encourage more drug use. " 
commit which has been cleared with Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. yield such time as he may consume to 
MICHEL] and which is strongly sup- the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ported by the Bush administration. STENHOLM]. 
The motion to recommit has nothing Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Speaker, I 
to do with the funding issue and no one thank the gentleman for yielding time 
should have any concern from the to me. 
State level with a State that is in- Madam Speaker, I rise in reluctant 
volved in the funding fight . opposition to the bill and in support of 

The motion to recommit is narrowly the motion to recommit. · 
and specifically instructing the man- Madam Speaker, I must reluctantly rise 
agers to agree to a prohibition against today to oppose this conference report on the 
using Federal funds to provide individ- Community Mental Health and Substance 
uals with hypodermic needles or sy- Abuse Services Improvement Act. It is with re-
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gret that I oppose the conference report be
cause of the many critically needed programs 
authorized in this bill. 

For example, the conference report includes 
a provision sponsored by my colleague CRAIG 
THOMAS which allows rural States more flexi
bility in meeting the needs of drug abuse vic
tims. Another very important provision con
tained in this bill is sponsored by GLENN 
POSHARD. It directs the National Institute of 
Mental Health to establish an Office of Rural 
Mental Health whose purpose is to develop 
ways to deliver basic mental health outreach 
services to Americans living in rural areas. 

These programs and others like them make 
it very difficult for me to vote against this bill. 
However, the funding allocation in the con
ference report contain$ a provision which 
would retroactively cut $1 O million from Texas' 
funding for the current fiscal year. To me, this 
is unconscionable. It will effectively reduce for 
Texas residents the very services this legisla
tion is designed to provide. I urge my col
leagues to support the motion to recommit 
without instructions. 

D 1700 
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself 3 minutes to oppose the 
motion to recommit and in support of 
this legislation. 

I want to point out to my colleagues 
that this is not a conference report 
condoning needle exchange programs. 
The original House bill, H.R. 3698, 
passed the House on March 24 under 
suspension of the rules. That legisla
tion did not restrict the option of 
States to design drug treatment pro
grams, including the option of needle 
exchange programs as a part of AIDS 
prevention activities. In this regard, 
the conference report is identical to 
the original House-passed provision. 

The point that has been raised is 
really a tangential issue to what this 
bill is all about. I do not think it is 
being raised legitimately in terms of 
what the provision does. 

There are no provisions regarding 
needles in this bill. States have total 
discretion in this area. We should have 
confidence that the State drug direc
tors will act in the best interests of 
their States. 

The National Commission on AIDS 
recommended against a Federal ban on 
State-run needle exchanges. 

The AIDS epidemic in some States is 
highest among IV drug abusers and 
their sexual partners and children, but 
we should not federally preempt the 
ability of States to slow the spread of 
AIDS. 

Now, there are a lot of people here 
who have talked against this bill be
cause they do not like the funding for
mula. They think that Florida ought 
to do better. I understand that you 
would like your State to do better. The 
motion to recommit does not address 
that issue. The motion to recommit, 
however, will put us all back into con
ference. 

I think we ought to recognize that 
once we are in conference, there is a 

good chance that we will get so bottled 
up on all the issues that might be 
raised that we may not come out of 
conference again. It took 3 years for us 
to work on this formula issue and to 
resolve it. 

I am very much concerned if this mo
tion to recommit is adopted that we 
-end up with an inability to address the 
important mental health substance 
abuse programs, the research pro
grams. 

The administration supports this 
conference report because they want 
the reorganization of ADAMHA, and 
that is what the conference agreed to. 

I would urge that the Jtepublican mo
tion to recommit be defeated. Those 
who do not like the conference report, 
do not vote for it, but let us get this 
thing adopted by, I think, the over
whelming majority here who should 
want to support this legislation. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
HERGER]. 

Mr. HERGER. Madam Speaker, I rise in op
position to the conference report on S. 1306. 
This bill was correctly defeated under suspen
sion of the rules last week and should be de
feated again today. 

This conference report removes the current 
prohibition on the use of Federal funds for 
drug needle exchanges. How can we claim to 
be fighting a war on drugs when we are giving 
abusers the very tools of their self-destruction. 

As a member of the Select Committee on 
Narcotics Abuse and Control, I understand the 
exploding problem of AIDS among intravenous 
drug users. We need treatment and prevention 
programs that address this problem, but this 
provision sends the wrong message. 

I also join a number of my colleagues who 
are concerned about the mandate for no-frills 
methadone treatment. It has been reported 
that addicts would be able to go to a number 
of different methadone centers every day, 
even receiving doses to go. This is not treat
ment, it is abuse. 

It has been reported that individuals have 
died as a result of unrestricted access to 
methadone. We cannot allow that. 

This is an important bill, but too seriously 
flawed to be passed by this House. I urge 
your "No" vote on the conference report. 

Mr. BLILEY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Louisi
ana [Mr. HOLLOWAY]. 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in reluctant opposition to this because 
I do believe that it is a good bill over
all, but I do have a problem with giving 
free needles when proven facts show it 
does not work. 

It bothers me to think that if we 
were to give condoms out, to think we 
would have less sex, and if we give free 
needles out, we think we would have 
less drug use, and figures show that we 
are not preventing the spread of the 
HIV virus by doing it. It bothers me 
very much. 

The gentleman just said that we do 
not want to go back to conference. I 

think the only thing we would like to 
see happen with this bill is to go back 
to conference and take out the ability 
to use block grant funds to give out 
free needles. 

I know other States have problems 
with funding levels. 

I think the bill is a good bill, but so 
often we end up having to vote against 
a bill in this Chamber because of some
thing that is put in it that makes it to
tally offensive to support. 

So I rise in opposition to this. I ask 
that we recommit this bill and in doing 
so that we encourage the conferees to 
take out the use of block grant funds 
for free needle use. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW]. 

Mr. SHAW. Madam Speaker, I would 
like at this time to associate myself 
with the remarks of my colleagues 
from Florida. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. JOHNSTON]. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I reluctantly request the body 
to agree to the motion to recommit be
cause of the formula. 

Madam Speaker, we are all here today to 
support vital programs dealing with alcohol, 
drug abuse, and mental health services. In 
general, the aims of S. 1306 should be ap
plauded; however, I must reluctantly rise in 
support of a motion to recommit the S. 1306 
conference report because of provisions that 
place undue burdens on several States includ
ing the State of Florida. 

The aims of S. 1306 are undermined when 
it includes provisions to slash funding for vital 
State services. Florida alone stands to lose 
$16.4 million. Because of these cuts, 11,500 
substance abuse clients and 3,400 mentally ill 
clients will go without necessary treatment 
services. 

Congress must move forward in partnership 
with State government to provide a strong pro
gram of alcohol, drug abuse, and mental 
health services. S. 1306 includes retroactive 
provisions to reclaim funds already appro
priated for State services. To require States to 
give back program funds is unprecedented 
and unfair, and destroys the foundation of 
trust between Federal and State government. 

The funding provisions in S. 1306 must be 
reexamined to affirm our commitment to alco
hol, drug abuse, and mental health services. 
Please support the motion to recommit. 

Mr. SHAW. Madam Speaker, I would urge 
all my colleagues to take a very close look at 
this bill. It has many fine parts, there is no 
question about it. The committee has worked 
very hard and it has a lot of bipartisan support 
right here in this body, but there is one thing 
in this bill other than the funding which I am 
upset about, and that is an original basis, on 
a State basis; but I am terribly concerned that 
for the first time this bill would permit federally 
subsidized needle exchange programs. 

Now, how many times do we have to say no 
to drugs? How many times do we have to talk 
about this, and the people who are supporting 
this and put this in the bill have been very 
strong on the idea of educating people on the 
harmful effects of illegal drugs in this country. 
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Then you turn around and say, "But if you 

are going to use it, we are going to be sure 
that you have clean needles." 

That is like you are saying you are going to 
outlaw bullets, but if somebody is going to use 
them, you are going to give them the guns. It 
makes absolutely no sense. 

And look at this. You are telling the Amer
ican taxpayer that out of some of their tax dol
lars we are going to make funds available for 
drug users to go shoot themselves up. 

Now, what sense does that make? How are 
we going to possibly go home and explain that 
wasteful use of Federal money? 

Now, there are enough problems around 
here to last us for two or three sessions. This 
is one we certainly do not need. 

A vote for the motion to recommit is a vote 
to instruct the conferees simply to take that 
portion out of the bill which relates to federally 
mandated needle exchanges, and nothing 
else. 

A vote to recommit does not solve Florida's 
problem, unfortunately, but a vote to recommit 
makes sense for everybody here in this 
Chamber, no matter what your State formula 
is. 

Mr. BULEY. Madam Speaker, I have no fur
ther requests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. · 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in strong opposition to S. 1306, the 
conference report on ADAMHA authorization. 

As a microcosm of the national drug prob
lem, my home State of Florida continues to 
lead the Nation in innovative law enforcement 
and drug treatment programs. However, 
should the provisions of this bill be enacted, 
Florida will lose $16 million in critically needed 
substance abuse and mental health funding. 
This will not only critically injure an already 
overburdened drug and mental health treat
ment system, but divert funds away from a 
State which holds a unique position to create 
and implement positive solutions to the 
nations's drug problem. 

Second, while I share my colleagues' goal 
of stemming the spread of the AIDS virus, dis
tribution of clean hypodermic needles for intra
venous drug use cannot accomplish this. Such 
action only encourages the spread of this 
deadly plague by allowing current users to 
safely continue their addiction until the day 
they use an infected needle because the gov
ernment isn't there to put a clean one in their 
hand. Let's reduce the spread of AIDS by re
ducing drug use, not encouraging it. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the con
ference report. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam Speaker, I would like 
to call to the attention of my colleagues the 
provision of this conference report that estab
lishes a new grant program to provide com
prehensive residential treatment services to 
substance-abusing pregnant and post partum 
women and their children. 

It has been my pleasure to work on this pro
vision with the chairman of the subcommittee, 
Mr. WAXMAN, and I would like to thank him for 
his support. 

Madam Speaker, 375,000 babies are born 
each year in the United States who were ex
posed to illegal drugs before birth-1 out of 
every 1 O newborns. The cost of caring for 
them is enormous: Hundreds of millions of dol-

lars in hospital costs each year just to stabilize 
them immediately after birth, and billions of 
dollars annually for health care, foster care, 
special education, and other social services 
they will need as they grow up. 

For many addicted pregnant women, only a 
long-term residential treatment program can 
provide the services they need, including 
counseling, child care, room and board for the 
women and their children, and other services. 
Many women need to be able to get away 
from the environment that nurtures their drug 
use. A residential treatment program provides 
the support system they need to stop their 
drug use and focus on their recovery. 

According to the Institute of Medicine, the 
clients of longer term residential treatment pro
grams end virtually all illicit drug taking and 
other criminal behavior while in residence. 
They also demonstrate lower drug use and 
criminal activity and greater social productivity 
after discharge than they did before admission 
and than other individuals who did not receive 
similar treatment. As a result, the Institute of 
Medicine included residential treatment pro
grams for pregnant women and their children 
in its core strategy for addressing our Nation's 
drug treatment needs. 

Unfortunately, many of our Nation's residen
tial treatment programs currently refuse to 
serve pregnant women or refuse to make pro
vision for their children. As a result, pregnant 
women who desperately need treatment lan
guish on the waiting lists for the few programs 
that are available. While they look for a pro
gram that has an opening and will accept 
them, they and their children suffer the con
tinuing effects of their addiction. 

This measure will help change that tragic re
ality, by establishing a grant program offering 
to addicted pregnant women and their children 
the opportunity for comprehensive treatment in 
a residential setting in which the children are 
allowed to reside with their mother. 

The legislation spells out the comprehensive 
list of services that must be provided, so that 
programs will deal with the women and chil
dren's full range of needs. For example, serv
ices for women must include health care, 
AIDS, and domestic violence counseling, train
ing in parenting, involvement of other family 
members as appropriate, counseling on ob
taining employment, and planning and coun
seling to assist re-entry into society both be
fore and after discharge. Similarly, services for 
children must include health care, child care, 
counseling as appropriate, and other social 
services to help them overcome the effects of 
maternal addiction. 

This residential treatment grant program and 
a related outpatient program for pregnant 
women are jointly authorized at a funding level 
of $100 million in 1993, and such sums as 
necessary in 1994. Emphasis is given to the 
residential treatment program, including addi
tional funding from the block grant and poten
tial funding from the special drug asset forfeit
ure fund. It is my hope that we will soon see 
many women and their children given a new 
lease on life because of the residential treat
ment services authorized in this program. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Speaker, as 
I did last week when the House first consid
ered this legislation, I again rise in strong op
position to this conference report on S. 1306, 

the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 
Administrative Reorganization Act, because it 
would cause irreparable damage to alcohol, 
drug abuse, and mental health programs 
throughout Florida. 

This legislation significantly alters the for
mula under which Federal alcohol, drug 
abuse, and mental health block grants funds 
are awarded to the States. Most importantly, it 
includes a retroactive change to the formula 
effective October 1, 1991. This unfair retro
active change in the formula means Florida 
will lose more than $16.5 million in Federal 
funds which are planned for use in the final 
quarter of the current fiscal year for substance 
abuse treatment and mental health programs. 
In principal, I oppose any legislation that 
seeks to retroactively recapture previously al
located funds especially in a case when the 
care and lives of thousands of individuals are 
jeopardized. 

As I indicated to my colleagues during de
bate · on this legislation last week, Pinellas 
County, FL, which I represent, has developed 
a number of nationally recognized model pro
grams in these areas. The retroactive loss of 
Federal support will force many of these pro
grams to close or substantially reduce the 
number of people they serve. 

Two of the principal sponsors of these pro
grams in my district, Operation PAR, and Gulf 
Coast Jewish Family Services, would be 
greatly impacted by the retroactive formula 
changes in this legislation and redistribution of 
Federal funds allocated for these programs 
earlier this year. Operation PAR runs a num
ber of outpatient and residential substance 
abuse treatment programs including an in-jail 
substance abuse program which would be 
eliminated. Florida already has a waiting list of 
3,000 persons seeking outpatient and residen
tial services. The impact of this bill will be a 
doubling in the size of this waiting list. 

Gulf Coast Jewish Family Services would 
have to eliminate its geriatric caregiver support 
team which provides support for the families of 
mental health patients. This will drive up the 
cost to families and the Federal and State 
government by forcing families to rely more 
heavily on nursing homes and other institu
tional care facilities to provide these services 
at much greater cost. 

Following my remarks, Madam Speaker, I 
would like to include for the benefit of my col
leagues an editorial entitled "A Cruel Federal 
Cut" from the May 25 edition of the St. Peters
burg Times which reiterates the catastrophic 
impact the enactment of this legislation would 
have on these types of programs in Florida. In 
many cases, entire programs will have to 
close leaving vulnerable residents of all ages 
without vital services. 

Florida is one of 12 States which will lose 
funds under these new formulas and the drop
ping of any protection offered by a hold harm
less provision which would prevent the recap
ture of funds awarded to the States earlier this 
year. Given the financial situation of Florida 
and the other State governments, it is doubtful 
that the State can find available funds to offset 
this reduction in Federal support. 

State officials advise me that in Florida's 
case, the $12 million reduction in Federal sup
port for substance abuse programs will result 
in a loss of services for 1 ,400 alcohol and 
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drug abusing and addicted individuals seeking 
community based help. The $4 million in lost 
mental health funding will mean 3,500 seri
ously disturbed individuals will not receive the 
support they require to remain in their commu
nities and not in more expensive institutional 
settings. 

Madam Speaker, through my work on the 
House Appropriations Subcommittee which 
funds our Nation's substance abuse and men
tal health programs, I am aware of the urgent 
need to provide greater, not less, support for 
these community based programs which pro
vide innovative services that help thousands of 
American families. Public and private agencies 
throughout the State of Florida, and particu
larly in Pinellas County which I represent, 
have developed a number of exceptional pro
grams to combat the problems of drug abuse 
and mental illness. Their work and innovation 
are threatened by this conference report today 
and I again urge my colleagues in the House 
to reject this legislation. We should support 
the upcoming motion to recommit this legisla
tion back to the conference committee. There 
it can be amended to include a hold harmless 
provision to protect Florida in the current fiscal 
year or some other way revised so that it does 
not unfairly and retroactively penalize Florida 
and the 11 other States that would lose vital 
Federal support for a number of important on
going programs. 

[From the St. Petersburg (FL) Times, May 
25, 1992) 

A CRUEL FEDERAL CUT 
A drug rehabilitation program in Pinellas 

County keeps substance abusers and their 
newborns together. The special needs of ba
bies born to addicted mothers are tended at 
PAR Village, and the bonding helps speed 
the mothers' recovery. 

Families who care for elderly mental 
health patients benefit from special atten
tion themselves. Gulf Coast Jewish Family 
Services runs a geriatric care-giver support 
program that provides the encouragement 
and nurturing that is so critical to families 
facing such a challenge. 

These are just two of the effective pro
grams in serious jeopardy because of con
gressional action. The Florida delegation 
should scramble to stave off an impending 
loss of $16.5-million. 

What makes this worse than most cuts in 
federal funding is that Florida already has 
received most of the money allotted for the 
current fiscal year, has planned for its use 
and, in some cases, already spent it. The 
Federal Government in essence would be 
asking Florida to hand the money back, an 
unacceptable request in any year but prepos
terous in this time of painful budget cuts at 
the state level. 

The problem resulted from a restructuring 
of the formula used to distribute federal 
money, something that was not unexpected 
by officials who administer alcohol , drug 
abuse and mental health programs for Flor
ida. Traditionally, the formula had favored 
states with heavy urban populations at the 
expense of more rural states, and there was 
a need to revise the distribution process to 
make it more equitable. 

What wasn 't anticipated and, officials say, 
was unprecedented, is the provision in the 
legislative package that would refigure Flor
ida's 1991- 1992 share under the new formula 
and require the state to return the dif
ference. 

"At no point did we expect they would 
take out the money we (already) were pro-

graming to spend, " said Pam Petersen, dep
uty assistant secretary for drug and alcohol 
abuse at Florida's Department of Health and 
Rehabilitative Services. 

A final vote on the package has been de
layed in Congress. It should be sent back to 
conference committee and at the least, lan
guage should be restored that would allow 
Florida and 11 other affected states to keep 
this year's allotment. 

That would give state legislators a little 
more time to figure how to make up for the 
loss of federal support. It also would give 
them more time to consider the suffering 
they cause by lacking the courage to accom
plish serious financial reform. 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support for the conference report for the Alco
hol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health Adminis
tration [ADAMHA] Reorganization Act. 

I am proud to have worked in the Energy 
and Commerce Committee to ensure that this 
legislation maintains the current level of fund
ing for drug and alcohol rehabilitation pro
grams in the State of Pennsylvania. Further, I 
am pleased that the conference report in
cludes a provision which I introduced which al
lows the State to maintain the current funding 
level for it's mental health programs. 

Pennsylvania provides one of this Nation's 
most effective and established programs for 
mental health services and residential and out 
patient drugs and alcohol treatment. I encour
age all of my colleagues to support this legis
lation which will continue this Nation's efforts 
in combating drug abuse and provides treat
ment for the mentally ill. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the conference re
port on S. 1306, the Community Mental Health 
and Substance Abuse Services Improvement 
Act of 1992. 

Mental disorders and substance abuse are 
among the most widespread, destructive, and 
costly public health problems our Nation faces. 
Nearly 19 percent of American adults suffer 
from mental or addictive disorders in any 6-
month period. Some 7.5 million American chil
dren suffer from mental disorders such as de
pression, autism, and learning disabilities. The 
direct and indirect costs of disorders of the 
brain and central nervous system are esti
mated to be $401 .1 billion. These are serious 
illnesses, and they deserve a serious and sub
stantial effort targeted at their elimination and 
treatment. 

Most attention in this debate on the reau
thorization is focused on two issues, the block 
grant formula and needle exchange programs. 

Madam Speaker, this conference report rep
resents the end of a long road for the issue of 
the alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health 
services, or ADMS, block grant program for
mula. 

Since its creation in 1981, the ADMS block 
grant formula has been the focus of great con
troversy. An initial problem with the formula 
was that States which aggressively pursued 
funding under the earlier Community Mental 
Health Centers Program were essentially pe
nalized, because the formula was based on 
States' 1981 allocation for mental health and 
substance abuse services. The formula was 
changed in 1984 to reflect the relative popu
lation and per capita income of each State. 
However, a 1986 report _by the University of 
California, San Francisco, recommended that 

the formula be refined to include need indica
tors based on age and gender. The war on 
drugs of the mid- to late-1980's resulted in 
preference in the formula being given to 
States with large urban areas, when the block 
grant was reauthorized in 1988. 

Madam Speaker, ever since then, rural 
States have come out on the short end of the 
stick, despite the fact that residents of rural 
areas have the same incidence rates for alco
hol abuse and mental disorders. The General 
Accounting Office recommended changing the 
formula to remove the urban weight in these 
categories, and the conference report's for
mula does this. This new formula is largely the 
same as the one contained in the Senate ver
sion of the bill. The Senate unanimously 
passed its version of this bill, showing the 
breadth of support for the formula. Much of 
this support is due to the inclusion of a hold 
harmless provision for largely urban States. 
The conference report contains a hold harm
less provision for length of the authorization, 
which is 3 years. 

Madam Speaker, while there will be some 
short-term pain for a handful of States, the 
new formula contained in the conference re
port is a dramatic improvement. 

A second controversial issue regarding the 
conference report is needle exchange pro
grams. I would like to clarify that this bill will 
not establish a Federal needle exchange pro
gram. However, it will give States the discre
tion to use Federal funds for programs that 
provide clean needles or bleach to drug ad
dicts to reduce the spread of disease and in
duce addicts to enter treatment. The Presi
dent's Commission on Al DS strongly endorses 
needle exchange programs based on the 
available evidence that suggests such public 
health measures can reduce the spread of 
AIDS and encourage addicts to enter treat
ment programs. 

Madam Speaker, needle exchange pro
grams work. Taking this treatment option out 
of the hands of States is short-sighted. 

I urge my colleagues to support the con
ference report. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
urge the Members to vote against the 
motion to recommit and support the 
conference report. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal
ance of our time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the con
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. 

GINGRICH 
Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I 

offer a motion to recommit. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the conference 
report? 

Mr. GINGRICH. I am opposed, 
Madam Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. GINGRICH moves to recommit the con

ference report to accompany the bill , S. 1306, 
to the committee of conference on the dis-
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agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill with in
structions to the managers on the part of the 

· House to agree to section 205(f) of the Senate 
bill (relating to a prohibition against using 
funds to provide individuals with hypodermic 
needles or syringes so that such individuals 
may use Illegal drugs). 

Mr. BROOKS. Madam Speaker, I rise be
fore the House in support of the motion to re
commit S. 1306. I do not usually support mo
tions of this nature, and I am aware and ap
preciative of the dedicated bipartisan efforts 
that have been put into this measure. But I 
cannot support the immediate retroactive cut 
in funding that the State of Texas and the 
eight other States will be forced to accept 
should this bill not be recommitted to con
ference. At a time when our State health com
munities are faced with serious budget crises, 
a retroactive cut in funding will cause a critical 
disruption of assistance to our constituents 
who need alcohol, drug abuse, and mental 
health services. Texas is slated to lose $10 
million in this conference report-effective in 
this fiscal year. This action could deal a dev
astating blow to our States-we must not put 
our ability to deliver critically needed health 
services in jeopardy. If this bill is recommitted 
to conference and States are held harmless 
for these much needed funds, we can prevent 
our States from serious financial burdens. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; an<;l the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, I 
object to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 214, nays 
157, answered "present" 1, not voting 
62, as follows: 

Allard 
Allen 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boucher 
Browder 
Bryant 
Burton 

[Roll No. 150) 
YEAS-214 

Bustamante 
Callahan 
Camp 
Carper 
Carr 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman <TX> 
Combest 
Condit 
Coughlin 
Cox <CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Davis 
de la Garza 
De Lay 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan <CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fawell 
Fields 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 

Goss 
Gradison 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (LA> 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson <SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (NC> 
Kasi ch 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kyl 
La Rocco 
Laughlin 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Lowey <NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Martin 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Annunzio 
Asp In 
Atkins 
Au Coln 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Brewster 
Byron 
Cardin 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
DeFazlo 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dorgan <ND> 
Downey 
Durbin 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 

McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen(MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Poshard 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Leh tlnen 
Roth 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 

NAYS-157 
Grandy 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall(OH) 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jones (GA) 
Jontz 
Kanjorskl 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Lehman (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Long 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Montgomery 
Moody 

Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
S!sisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL) 
Smith (NJ> 
Smith (OR) 
Smlth(TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas <CA> 
Thomas(WY) 
Traficant 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young (FL> 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Moran 
Morella 
Mrazek 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA> 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
6wens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (MN) 
Price 
Reed 
Richardson 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schumer 
Sharp 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith <IA) 
Solarz 
Stokes 
Studds 

Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 

Towns 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 

Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yates 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
Levin (Ml) 

Alexander 
Anthony 
Barnard 
Barton 
Beilenson 
Boxer 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bunning 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Dannemeyer 
De Lauro 
Dingell 

NOT VOTING---62 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Early 
Edwards <OK) 
Gaydos 
Hatcher 
Hefley 
Inhofe 
Kolter 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lehman (CA) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (CA) 
Livingston 
Manton 
Marlenee 
McEwen 

D 1733 

Michel 
Morrison 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Oakar 
Packard 
Payne (VA) 
Ray 
Roe 
Roukema 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Stark 
Torricelli 
Traxler 
Vander Jagt 
Walsh 
Wilson 
Yatron 
Young <AK) 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Brooks for, with Ms. DeLauro against. 
Mr. Payne of Virginia for, with Mr. Dym-

ally against. 
Messrs. THOMAS of Georgia, DER

RICK, TAYLOR of Mississippi, HA YES 
of Illinois, MFUME, and CRAMER, 
Mrs. KENNELLY, and Ms. KAPTUR 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Messrs. SMITH of Florida, 
BUSTAMANTE, COBLE, SWETT, DOO
LITTLE, RAHALL, WISE, and VIS
CLOSKY, Mrs. SCHROEDER, and 
Messrs. TRAFICANT, COX of Califor
nia, and BOUCHER changed their vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan changed his 
vote from "nay" to "present." 

So the motion to recommit was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
due to an emergency involving my mother, I 
was forced to miss five important votes. Had 
I been present, I would have voted "yes" on 
the rule to the conference report on H.R. 
2507, the National Institutes of Health Revital
ization Amendments of 1992, and "yes" on 
the final passage of this conference report. 
Programs under the · National Institutes of 
Health are critical not only for medical re
search, but also for the development of a uni
versal health plan that assists all Americans, 
both rich and poor. These programs are also 
crucial for studying women's health issues 
which have been largely ignored. Should the 
President veto this measure, I will also support 
the override. 
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HOUR OF MEETING ON MONDAY, 

JUNE 1, 1992 
On the vote authorizing funds for investiga

tions and studies by standing and select com
mittees of the House, I would have voted 
"yes" on the rule, and "yes" on final passage 
of the measure. 

On the vote on the motion to recommit S. 
2783, the medical device amendments, I 
would have joined 157 of my colleagues in 
voting "nay." 

I apologize to my constituents for being un
able to vote on these consequential subjects. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday, 
May 28, 1992, I was granted a leave of ab
sence on account of the death of my Father. 
I was not able to vote on the following rollcall 
votes: Rollcall No. 145, 146, 147, 148, 149, 
and 150. 

Had I been present on May 28, I would 
have voted "aye" on rollcall 145, "aye" on roll
call 146, "aye" on rollcall 147, "aye" on rollcall 
148, "aye" on rollcall 149, and "aye" on roll
call 150. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, if 
the Members would listen up, we are 
about to hear what is going to happen 
for the rest of the week and next week. 
I would yield to the majority leader to 
enlighten the membership. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. Ob
viously that is a very effective way to 
bring order in the House .. 

Madam Speaker, we are finished for 
today with business. There will not be 
votes on tomorrow. 

The House will meet at noon on Mon
day, but there will be no legislative 
business. 

On Tuesday the House will meet at 
noon and take up seven bills on suspen
sion, but any votes on the suspensions 
will be postponed until the end of the 
day on Wednesday. 

The suspensions to be taken up are: 
H.R. 4801, to extend the authorization 

for the historic preservation fund. 
H.R. 3905, to authorize appropriations 

for the advisory council on historic 
preservation. 

House Concurrent Resolution 156, 
emancipation of the Baha'is. 

House Concurrent Resolution 297, Is
raeli Embassy bombing in Buenos 
Aires. 

House Concurrent Resolution 299, re
garding the Kurds in northern Iraq. 

House Concurrent Resolution 305, 
commending Albania for democratic 
elections, and a House resolution. 

House Concurrent Resolution 305, re
garding Burma. 

On Wednesday, June 3, and the bal
ance of the week, the House will meet 
at noon on Wednesday. We will be tak
ing up the Department of Defense au
thorization bill for fiscal year 1993, sub-

ject to a rule. Members can expect a 
possible vote on a rule by 1:30 or 2 
o'clock on Wednesday. There then is 
general debate. Last year the general 
debate was approximately 1 hour. So 
Members can expect amendments 
would start on that bill and votes 
might start at 3 or 4 o'clock in the 
afternoon. 

At the end of the day on Wednesday 
we will take up the votes, if any, on 
the suspensions. 

On Thursday and the balance of the 
week we will continue with the Depart
ment of Defense authorization and the 
Unemployment Compensation Amend
ments of 1992, subject to a rule. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the majority leader. 

Just to repeat what was said, there 
will be no votes on Monday and Tues
day at all, and the earliest there may 
be possible votes on Wednesday would 
be sometime around 1 o'clock. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, 
that is correct. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, if 
the majority leader could tell us, the 
Cammi ttee on Rules being a committee 
of jurisdiction, reported the Hamilton
Gradison congressional reform resolu
tion today. Might that be taken up 
next week at all? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam· Speaker, it 
will not be taken up next week. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, the 
other matter of interest to Members is 
the appointment of conferees to the 
supplemental. Is that likely to take 
place early next week? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, 
that will take place early next week. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, the 
majority leader did not mention next 
Friday. Is there any way to judge from 
this calendar for next week whether we 
would expect votes next Friday? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, we 
do expect votes on Friday. 

Mr. SOLOMON. We expect to be in 
session and have votes on Friday? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is our expecta
tion. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, is 
there any idea when we might adjourn 
on Friday, so that Members can make 
their reservations? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. We always try to 
adjourn at an early hour on Friday, no 
later than 3 o'clock. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the majority leader for enlight
ening us and wish him a good weekend. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 
would inform Members that at this 
point we will be taking up right after 
this the report from the Committee on 
House Administration on the House 
post office·. That report will be forth
coming in the next few moments. 
There will be no votes on that, but that 
report will be taken up. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Monday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

HOUR OF MEETING ON WEDNES
DAY, JUNE 3, 1992, AND THURS
DAY, JUNE 4, 1992 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns on Tuesday, June 2, 
1992, it adjourn to meet at noon on 
Wednesday, June 3, 1992, and that when 
the House adjourns on Wednesday, 
June 3, 1992, it adjourn to meet at noon 
on Thursday, June 4, 1992. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the busi
ness in order under the Calendar 
Wednesday rule be dispensed with on 
Wednesday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 5056 

Mr. ALLEN. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] be removed 
as a cosponsor of H.R. 5056. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

D 1740 

AUTHORIZING LITIGATION REL
ATIVE TO CERTAIN TRIBES OF 
SOUTH DAKOTA, NORTH DAKOTA, 
AND MONTANA 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs be discharged from 
further consideration of the Senate bill 
(S. 2342) to amend the act entitled "An 
act to provide for the disposition of 
funds appropriated to pay judgment in 
favor of the Mississippi Sioux Indians 
in Indian Claims Commission dockets 
numbered 142, 359, 360, 361, 362, and 363, 
and for other purposes," approved Oc
tober 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1168 et seq.), and 
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ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from South Da
kota? 

Mr. RHODES. Madam Speaker, re
serving the right to obj_ect, I do so for 
the purpose of yielding to the gen
tleman from South Dakota to explain 
the bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Madam Speaker, S. 2343 is sponsored by 
Senator DASCHLE of South Dakota. The 
bill simply extends the period of time 
that three Sioux Tribes may challenge 
the validity of a 1972 act which was to 
distribute a judgment fund . to them. 
The judgment came from ,the Indian 
Claims Commission in 1967. In 1972, the 
Congress passed an act which rec
ommended distributing the judgment 
fund to the tribes and provided for a 25-
percent distribution to lineal descend
ants who are not members of the 
tribes. This provision was inserted by 
the Interior Department. The tribes op
posed a distribution to nonmembers 
and the lineal descendancy funds have 
not yet been distributed. The tribes 
missed the 6-year deadline after the en
actment of the act to file a legal chal
lenge. S. 2342 allows the tribes to get 
into court to challenge the act. The 
committee views this as a fair and rea
sonable approach. 

This bill requires no Federal spend
ing and has bipartisan support. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
measure. 

Mr. RHODES. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his expla
nation. The minority has no objection 
to the passage of the bill. 

Madam Speaker, I withdraw my res
ervation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol

lows: 
s. 2342 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. AMENDMENT TO ACT OF OCTOBER 25, 

1972. 
The Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1168), 

is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sections: 
"SEC. 308. AUTHORITY TO BRING ACTION. 

"Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, any action of the Sisseton-Wahpeton 
Sioux Tribe of South Dakota, the Devils 
Lake Sioux Tribe of North Dakota, or the 
Sisseton-Wahpeton Sioux Council of the 
Assinibione and Sioux Tribes of Montana 
filed in the United States District Court for 
the District of Montana to contest the con
stitutionality or validity under law of this 
Act shall not be barred by any statute of 
limitations, lapse of time, or bar of !aches, if 
the complaint is filed no later than April 1, 
1993. Exclusive original jurisdiction over any 

such action filed on or before such date is 
hereby vested in the United States District 
Court for the District of Montana. Nothing 
in this section or section 307 shall be con
strued as an inference of liability on the part 
of the United States. 
"SEC. 307. AUTHORITY TO SETTLE ACTION. 

"Notwithstanding any provision of this 
Act or any other provision of law, the Attor
ney General is authorized to settle any ac
tion that may be brought pursuant to sec
tion 306 of this Act.". 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

Had I been present, on May 28, I 
would have voted "aye" on rollcall 145, 
"aye" on rollcall 146, "aye" on rollcall 
147, "aye" on rollcall 148, "aye" on 
rollcall 149, and "aye" on rollcall 150. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that all Members may have 5 leg
islative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks on the Sen
ate bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR EXTENSION OF 
TIME RELATIVE TO REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINIS
TRATION ON THE HOUSE POST 
OFFICE 
Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time pe
riod contained in House Resolution 340 
for the Committee on House Adminis
tration to report on the House post of
fice be extended until July 6, 1992. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I yield 15 

minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. ROBERTS], pending which I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, on February 5, 1992, the 
House adopted House Resolution 340, 
which directed the Committee on 
House Administration to conduct a 
thorough investigation of the oper
ation and management of the House 
post office. Immediately thereafter, I 
consulted with my ranking Republican 
Member and established a bipartisan 
task force of three Democrats and 
three Republicans to investigate the 
post office. 

I want to describe the unprecedented 
way in which the task force was set up 
and ran its investigation. The process 
was a true test of bipartisan coopera
tion. Back in February, as chairman, I 
promised my colleagues that no rea
sonable line of inquiry would be re
fused. This has been a very thorough 
and professional investigation. The 
task force has conducted 59 extensive 
interviews of post office personnel, 
members of the Capitol Police, and 
others, and reviewed countless post of
fice documents. 

In fact, in order to ensure that all 
areas of inquiry have been addressed, 
the task force has agreed to conduct 
two additional interviews in June. 
These interviews will necessitate that 
we file our written report in June," 
rather than today. We would have liked 
to have conducted these interviews al
ready. However, one of the witnesses 
was seriously ill and not available to 
the task force. Another appeared before 
the grand jury, and the U.S. attorney 
asked the task force to delay its inter
view of this person. Thus, the task 
force needs a little more time to finish 
and that is the reason for our unani
mous-consent request. 

I should note that the task force ef
fort has been accomplished in the face 
of a major impediment to our inves
tigation. As many of my colleagues are 
aware, the Justice Department has 
been conducting a separate investiga
tion into criminal allegations relating 
to the post office for over 1 year. Their 
investigation was triggered by the dis
covery of an embezzlement last April. 
Audits conducted by the Capitol Police 
and the United States Postal Inspec
tion Service led to the discovery of ad
ditional shortages and the well-pub
licized indictments. 

I join with all members of the task 
force in condemning the embezzle
ments which have been uncovered. We 
have been very sensitive to the Depart
ment of Justice's investigation. When 
the task force itself discovered possible 
evidence of criminal wrongdoing, it 
was immediately forwarded to the U.S. 
attorney's office. Yet, despite this, we, 
in the House, did not receive the same 
amount of cooperation in return. In 
fact, the Justice Department asked us 
to leave the investigating to them. 
This the task force could not do. Be
cause our process has not been equally 
respected by the executive branch, we 
are compelled to ask for a delay in fil
ing our written report until June. 

Clearly, the post office in its oper
ations was an imperfect institution, 
and we have uncovered many problems 
which warrant attention. But I am also 
happy to report that we have worked 
closely with the new Acting Post
master to identify and solve those 
problems. A host of changes have al
ready been made. At the same time, 
the Acting Postmaster assures me that 
the vast majority of employees in the 
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House post office are hard-working, 
competent individuals, who enthu
siastically put in a day's work for a 
day's pay. In fact, the Acting Post
master told the task force that, con
trary to news reports, there were abso-
1 utely no so-called ghost employees at 
the House post office. 

Our written report will identify the 
problems that existed. Some will have 
been cured, and we will recommend ac
tions to ensure that others are cor
rected. If need be, possible violations of 
ethics rules will be ref erred to the 
Standards Committee. Mismanagement 
of the post office will be fully uncov
ered. I am hopeful that we can use this 
experience as a valuable lesson in bi
partisan cooperation and problem solv
ing for the future. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to join my 
colleagues assigned the task of inves
tigating the· House post office to re
quest additional time to allow comple
tion of our work. 

On February 3, I took a special order 
on the floor of the House to urge the 
creation of a special counsel to conduct 
an independent investigation of the 
House post office. 

My suggestion followed multiple pub
lished allegations of the operations of 
the House post office, including drug 
use and sales, embezzlement of funds , 
ghost employees, overtime fraud, and 
other abuses. 

During my special order I had a col
loquy with the gentleman from North 
Carolina regarding the need to conduct 
a thorough investigation and review of 
the allegations. At that time he agreed 
such a review should proceed and said, 
"Let the chips fall where they may." 

The following day, April 4, the House 
approved House Resolution 340, a Dem
ocrat resolution to begin a House Ad
ministration review of this matter. 

D 1750 
This matter has been very difficult 

for both sides of the aisle , with several 
disagreements, frustrating time delays, 
and unforeseen scenarios regarding all 
of the witnesses. We have had problems 
with the Department of Justice, and 
the retrieval of documents and other 
materials have all slowed the progress 
of the task force . 

The task force has also found itself 
on the frontlines of defending the in
terests and the prerogatives of the Con
gress as outlined in the U.S. Constitu
tion, while still attempting to protect 
the integrity of an ongoing criminal in
vestigation by the Department of Jus
tice. 

Madam Speaker, I want to assure my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
that every effort to get to the bottom 
of this entire situation is being made. 

As the gentleman from North Carolina, 
Chairman ROSE, has indicated, key wit
nesses with substantial background 
and experience in the Post Office are 
yet to be interviewed. The task force 
has agreed that the information ob
tained from these individuals may lead 
to the interviewing or the reinterview
ing of their witnesses. That fact really 
complicates imposing any future dead
line, an issue discussed by the task 
force at great length. The chips should, 
indeed, be allowed to fall where they 
may. 

Many reports have appeared in the 
press speculating on the activities of 
the task force and the Department of 
Justice, and commenting on these re
ports directly could threaten the out
come of both reviews. Several dozen in
dividuals have been interviewed and 
considerable information has been 
found. It will be appropriately reported 
by the task force. 

In an effort to fully achieve the ob
jections of House Resolution 340, the 
investigation must be allowed to con
tinue into the not too distant future. 
With interviews to still be conducted 
and documents still to be obtained and 
reviewed, it is obvious that the work 
simply cannot be completed by the im
posed May 30 deadline. Simply, the 
House should approve this request to 
allow the investigation to continue 
until a comprehensive and thorough re
view and management proposals can be 
provided by the task force. 

Finally, I would like to close by con
curring with the remarks of the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ROSE] , that the task force is working 
closely with Acting Postmaster Shinay 
to make several changes in the Post 
Office as the investigation does pro
ceed. As well, other recommendations 
from the task force will be forthcoming 
in the final report, and our interviews 
have, indeed, found several individuals 
in the Post Office, many, that are dedi
cated, hard-working employees. They 
have become the innocent victims of 
the speculation and rumors that have 
surrounded this investigation. I would 
hope that this situation could end. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
request, and would add only one re
mark to the statement made by the 
chairman, and that is his statement in 
regard to ghost employees and the fact 
that no evidence has been found in re
gard to ghost employees. 

Let me emphasize that this is a find
ing. I would hope that the chairman 
would not make any statements in re
gard to findings at this particular junc
ture. What he defines as a ghost em
ployee and perhaps what other mem
bers of the task force would define as a 
ghost employee, I would say to the gen
tleman, could be quite different. 

Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I will ac
cept the gentleman's reservation, and I 
will keep an open mind as to the final 
conclusion. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I appreciate the gen
tleman's statement. I just want to say 
for the record that no findings have 
been made. There are serious allega
tions. Some of them do involve ghost 
employees and all of the other 
wrongdoings and the allegations that 
have been made in the press, and what 
we have determined by interviews. 
There are no findings. That will be sub
ject to the task force's report. 

Mr. BARRETT. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERTS. I am delighted to 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
BARRETT], who is an outstanding mem
ber of the task force. 

Mr. BARRETT. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, over a month ago I 
stood on this floor as a member of an
other bipartisan task force attempting 
to implement some reform in the man
agement of the House. Today I am back 
as a part of yet another historical bi
partisan equal task force that has been 
working to figure out exactly what 
went on under our noses in the House 
Post Office for the past many months, 
perhaps years, and how we can prevent 
this from happening again. 

When I came to Congress a little over 
a year ago, I never imagined that I 
would be spending my time investigat
ing an internal Post Office situation, 
as we are today. However, it did not 
take me long to realize that some 
major changes needed to be made iri 
the operation of this entire institution, 
in order for us to effectively do our 
jobs. A month ago a small window of 
opportunity opened up for change, as 
the task force on reform attempted to 
implement change including change in 
the House Post Office. However, the 
majority was only willing to let re
forms go so far and the window was 
closed. So this time it is my hope that 
we can get the job done right. 

House Resolution 340 called for a 
" thorough investigation of the Office 
of Postmaster." The creators of this 
resolution evidently thought a thor
ough investigation could be done in 3 
months. Meanwhile, the U.S . Attor
ney's Office has been investigating this 
matter for almost a year. Granted, we 
are not getting into the depths of 
criminal matters that the U.S. attor
ney is looking into, but because we do 
not wish to impede the course of jus
tice, we have been trying to work with 
the grand jury investigation. Let me 
tell the Members, it gets tough when 
our task force is not even informed 
that Members of Congress are being 
subpoenaed to testify before a grand 
jury until a week after those subpoenas 
have been served. 

As the Members have heard from my 
colleague, the gentleman from Kansas 
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[Mr. ROBERTS], this task force has ex
perienced other various delays, delays 
that were beyond our control. In addi
tion, we have all read the reports today 
concerning the ongoing grand jury in
vestigation. Clearly, these reports indi
cate the seriousness of the problems re
sulting from the mismanagement in 
the House Post Office. I am satisfied 
that these delays and the seriousness 
of this investigation warrant the need 
for an extension of time, an extension 
of the deadline, and I, too, ask my col
leagues to support this request. I, like 
them, want to see the investigation 
done correctly, and I want to see that 
well thought-out changes are imple
mented in the House Post Office. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
THOMAS], the ranking member of the 
Committee on House Administration 
and a member of the investigative task 
force. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Speaker, we are forced to 
come before the House for an oral re
port meeting the requirements of 
House Resolution 340 which asks for a 
May 30 deadline. When we examine a 
chronology of events unfolding, both 
just prior to and after the House's pas
sage of Resolution 340, we understand 
that the time prior to February 5 is 
dotted with a number of newspaper ar
ticles investigating, making allega
tions and charges of activities at the 
House Post Office. I am somewhat 
proud to say that following the passage 
of that resolution there have been very 
few newspaper stories, and those news
paper stories that have been written 
have utilized resources and informa
tion from areas other than the task 
force on the Post Office. 

The task force has done, I believe, an 
exemplary job of investigating a very 
difficult area, cutting across Members, 
employees, and activities on a daily 
basis dealing with one of the primary 
arteries of the House of Representa
tives, and that is contact through mail 
with constituents. 

We have gone thtough a difficult pe
riod with the officer of the House who 
is charged with running the Post Office 
resigning, an interim appointment, and 
numerous changes made in the struc
ture of the Post Office, before we even 
concluded our investigation of the Post 
Office. But if the Members will look at 
events that unfolded following the Feb
ruary 5 passage of the resolution, there 
are two things, I think, that stand out. 

D 1800 
They are two activities that I believe 

are paramount and bring us largely to 
the point of asking for this extension 
of time that has been passed unani
mously. 

One was the creation of the task 
force. I will place in the RECORD at this 

point an exchange of letters between 
myself and the chairman of the Com
mittee on House Administration, CHAR
LIE ROSE, which are attempts to come 
to a structure under which the task 
force would operate. 

The .exchange of letters referred to 
follows: 

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, DC, February 21, 1992. 

Hon. WILLIAM THOMAS, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on House 

Administration, Washington, DC. 
DEAR BILL: Thank you for your letter of 

February 13, 1992, regarding procedures gov
erning the charge given to the Committee on 
House Administration with respect to H. 
Res. 340. 

The terms of the procedures governing the 
Task Force operation are: 

Equal bipartisan representation; Charlie 
Rose to be Chair, and the Ranking Minority 
Member of the Committee on House Admin
istration to designate a Vice-Chair. 

Both the Chairman and the Ranking Mi
nority Member of the Committee on House 
Administration will designate staff for the 
Task Force. 

Decisions will be made by a majority of the 
Task Force. 

Staff of both parties should be present at 
all stages of the investigation, including 
depositions. 

The Chairman and the Ranking Minority 
Member of the Committee on House Admin
istration each shall have the power to issue 
subpoenas. At least one Member of each 
party must be present when testimony under 
oath is taken. 

No meetings of the Task Force may be 
scheduled without bipartisan consent. 

The Task Force Members shall have the 
right of access to committee records on this 
subject. 

No Officers of the House or any of their 
employees should be involved in the inves
tigation other than to respond to Task Force 
inquiries. 

The results and recommendations of the 
Task Force must be printed and publicly 
available no later than 10 days following the 
conclusion of the Task Force. 

As we agreed, our staff will prepare a non
disclosure agreement for all Task Force staff 
to sign, to ensure that we complete our mis
sion without public disclosure of information 
pertaining to our investigation. The Chair
man and the Ranking Minority Member of 
the Committee on House Administration will 
together make any public disclosures. 

I look forward to working with you. 
Sincerely, 

CHARLIE ROSE, 
Chairman. 

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, DC, February 13, 1992. 

Hon. CHARLIE ROSE, 
Chairman, Committee on House Administration, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHARLIE: The Committee is now 

charged with investigating the operations of 
the House Postmaster. I believe that an 
agreement on the structure and process of 
the Task Force should be reached prior to 
any action being taken regarding the inves
tigation of the House Postmaster. At a mini
mum, I think it is vital that our Task Force 
operate under the following procedures: 

Equal bipartisan representation; each 
party shall designate a co-chair. 

Equal staff, to be designated by the Chair
man and Ranking Minority Member of the 
Committee. 

Decisions must be made by a majority vote 
of the Task Force. 

Staff of both parties should be present at 
all stages of the investigation, including 
depositions. 

Each co-chair shall have power to sub
poena witnesses and take testimony under 
oath. At least one Member of each party 
must be present when testimony under oath 
is taken. 

No meetings of staff or Members shall be 
scheduled without bipartisan consent. 

The Task Force, including staff, shall have 
the right of access to committee records on 
this subject. 

No Officers of the House or any of their 
employees should be involved in the inves
tigation other than to respond to tlle Task 
Force's inquiries. 

The results and recommendations of the 
Task Force must be printed and publicly 
available no later than 10 days following the 
conclusion of the Task Force. 

I was pleased to hear your commitment on 
the floor to conducting an open and biparti
san investigation and I look forward to 
working with you. Please let me know your 
thoughts on the above principles and any 
suggestions you may have regarding the 
Task Force. 

Best regards, 
BILL THOMAS, 

Ranking Republican Member. 
The result was that on February 21 

an unprecedented task force began its 
investigation. It was a task force that 
had not only a bipartisan composition, 
but a structure in which every Member 
was a full partner. This is virtually un
precedented in the history of the House 
except for the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct. I believe that in 
the area of staff and the relationship to 
Members and each individual Member's 
ability to arrive at what they believe 
to be the truth that this particular 
task force transcends even the Com
mittee on Standards of Official Con
duct. 

It is unfortunate to· have to say that 
this is the only time this structure has 
ever been used. The recent reorganiza
tion, passed largely by the majority 
party, creating the so-called bipartisan 
structure of a House Administration 
subcommittee to oversee the House Ad
ministrator simply pales in comparison 
to the point that it is not a true bipar
tisan structure. So this is the first 
step, setting up a structure in which 
everyone believed that they could get 
to the bottom of a problem, and we 
could find out what went on for the 
purpose of restructuring the House 
post office to better serve the Members 
and the staff. 

The ongoing investigation and our 
attempts to compel the testimony of 
individuals' information that was nec
essary to understand the structure 
then occupied a period of time, and we 
soon ran headlong into the Department 
of Justice and its attempt to carry out 
a criminal investigation. No one on the 
task force, nor any of the staff of the 
task force ever had any interest in im
peding that criminal investigation at 
all. Quite to the contrary, we from day 
one and to this day have attempted to 
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cooperate and coordinate in supplying 
information and evidence and in at
tempting also to change our calendar 
to allow the Department of Justice to 
go forward with that criminal inves
tigation. As a matter of fact, if Mem
bers examine a chronology of an ex
change of letters beginning in early 
March, including about four exchanges 
of letters in March, four exchanges in 
April, and finally an early May letter 
they will see that the task force and 
leadership attempted to work out a 
reasonable timetable for both the 
House task force to do its work within 
the timeframe required under House 
Resolution 340 and for the Department 
of Justice to go forward with its crimi
nal investigation. 

I will include a letter from the U.S. 
attorney dated May 4 in the RECORD as 
well, Madam Speaker. 

The letter ref erred to follows: 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 

Washington, DC, May 4, 1992. 
Hon. CHAIRLIE ROSE, 
Chairman, Committee on House Administration, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on House 

Administration, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMEN: I am writing to re
quest that the House Administration Com
mittee Task Force reviewing Post Office op
erations hold in abeyance for a period of 30 
days its interview of Mr. James C. Smith, 
the former Director of Accountable Papers 
at the House Post Office. 

During the afternoon of April 30, 1992, we 
learned that the Task Force had scheduled 
an interview of Mr. Smith for later that day. 
In response to a request by this office, the 
Task Force agreed to cancel the scheduled 
interview. However, the Task Force asked 
that our request be made in writing, with 
supporting reasons, so that it could be con
sidered further by the Task Force. 

We anticipate that Mr. Smith will testify 
before a Federal Grand Jury in the near fu
ture. Because information that he possesses 
is within the purview of the grand jury's on
going criminal investigation, an interview of 
Mr. Smith by the Task Force at this time 
would be disruptive to that investigation. We 
anticipate that our request that the Task 
Force forbear will extend not more than 30 
days. 

Your cooperation in this matter is appre
ciated. 

Sincerely, 
JAY B. STEPHENS, 

U.S. Attorney. 

That letter indicates that there was 
a request to hold in abeyance an inter
view for 30 days. I would also place a 
May 12 letter from the Republican 
leader, BOB MICHEL of Illinois, and my
self in the RECORD. 

The letter referred to follows: 
OFFICE OF REPUBLICAN LEADER, 

Washington, DC, May 12, 1992. 
JAY B. STEPHENS, Esq. 
U.S. Attorney, District of Columbia, Judiciary 

Center, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. STEPHENS: We understand from 

your letter of April 24, that the Grand Jury 
continues to hear testimony from the same 
witnesses which the House Administration 
Task Force Investigating the Operations of 
the House Post office also seeks to interview. 

As previously stated in our letter of April 
2, we do not want to impede an ongoing 
criminal investigation by the Department of 
Justice. At that time we thought it was pos
sible for both the House investigation and 
the Department's investigation to be con
ducted simultaneously without conflict. We 
are no longer of that opinion. 

After consultation with Republican Mem
bers on the Task Force, we will recommend 
to the Majority that the House investiga
tion, as authorized in H.Res. 340, issue a pre
liminary report by May 30, based on the in
formation they have to date. The House in
vestigation would continue after allowing 
your office reasonable time to conclude its 
investigation. Reconvening on June 15 would 
provide your office with more than the re
quested 30 days. At that time we expect the 
internal investigation would continue until 
its completion without interference from 
your office. 

We believe this proposal will allow both in
vestigations to come to conclusion without 
conflict and in a manner that serves justice 
and the overall operations of the House. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT H. MICHEL, 

Republican Leader. 
WILLIAM M. THOMAS, 

Ranking Republican, 
Committee on House 
Administration. 

That letter indicates that we agreed 
with the Justice Department 30-day 
delay. Clearly that would extend our 
investigation past the May 30 date. But 
to extend every opportunity to cooper
ate with the Department of Justice, we 
indicated that we would attempt to 
prolong the task force's period so that 
we could honor the 30-day period sug
gested in the Department of Justice's 
letter and still allow both of us to do 
our work. 

Our side of the bargain is represented 
by the unanimous consent request 
which was granted to extend to July 6 
the reporting date for this task force. I 
am sorry to say that after the Repub
lican leader and myself offered this let
ter, we could not get the Democratic 
leadership to support a willingness to 
stand firmly against the Department of 
Justice so the House investigation 
could proceed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). The time of the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] has ex
pired. 

Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
and continue to yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for the 
time and thank the chairman of the 
committee for the time. 

We continue to try to work with the 
Department of Justice. We understand 
their important job. 

The task force's primary job, based 
upon House Resolution 340, was to con
duct a thorough investigation of the 
operation and management of the Of
fice of the Postmaster and report the 

findings and recommendations back to 
the House. In the process of attempting 
to understand, again, a knowledge of 
the operation and manag'ement of the 
post office, we inevitably have come 
upon information and material which 
may reflect upon the behavior of Mem
bers or staff, whether it be a violation 
of House rules or perhaps criminal 
statutes, and we have and will supply 
that information to either the Depart
ment of Justice or to the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct. That 
is an ongoing obligation that we will 
fulfill until the last day of this task 
force. 

We will also write a report to the 
House on the operation and manage
ment of the post office, and our rec
ommendations for change. 

I have to say, Madam Speaker, that 
it has been somewhat helpful to have 
an interim postmaster who is willing 
and eager to work with us to make 
changes as soon as we are aware of 
problems, so that the adjustments in 
the operation and management of the 
post office do not have to wait for a 
final report but are actually instituted 
as we discover them and work with the 
postmaster. 

I do have to say though, that the fun
damental problem that presented itself 
in terms of the operation of the post of
fice, both in its reflection on staff and 
on Members, is that the post office was 
from its inception and until very re
cently run on a patronage system. This 
problem has not fully been resolved, 
nor can it be fully resolved for some 
time. It is a situation in which you cor
reqt the egregious problems, and then 
you work through the other problems 
as you are able. We need the support of 
the entire House as we make these fun
damental changes to an important part 
of the House of Representatives. 
Changes are being made, and they need 
to continue to be made, but people 
need to understand that this task force 
in presenting its final conclusions will 
be focusing primarily upon the oper
ation and the management of the post 
office. 

We, regretfully, will be forwarding to 
other committees and to the Depart
ment of Justice information that may 
lead to activities on the part of those 
particular committees or that depart
ment. We are grateful to the House for 
providing a unanimous agreement for 
us to go forward, because the timetable 
that we are operating on now is not of 
our own making. It is largely a reac
tion to the criminal investigation 
being carried out by the Department of 
Justice and our attempt to accommo
date their very real needs. 

This has been a difficult task force, 
in part because it has been a unique ex
perience for both Republicans and 
Democrats in a truly bipartisan oper
ation. There have tended to be some 
learned behavior reactions which ei
ther are not necessary or are not use-
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ful. I hope that at the end of this exper
iment of true bipartisanship there will 
be enough people who will say that it 
was useful, it was helpful, and it was 
significant enough to continue. I had 
wished that we would have had this 
continuation in the bipartisan struc
ture that oversees the House adminis
trator. I continue to lend my efforts to 
the opportunity that a truly bipartisan 
structure will oversee the new manage
ment of the House, because if it does 
not, many of the same problems we are 
visiting now we will revisit later, be
cause temptations on one side some
times are just too great. They need to 
be shared. There needs to be a pooled, 
cooperative, truly bipartisan oversight 
of this institution. We are not yet 
there in the structure. We are there 
only in the task force that is attempt
ing to point out the problems of the 
past. 

Unfortunately, I have to point out a 
problem of the future in a structure 
that has now been put in place. I hope 
that we will be able to change that in 
the near future so that the structure of 
the task force will in fact be the struc
ture of the bipartisan committee to 
continue oversight. 

0 1810 
Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for his contribu
tion. 

Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time, 5 minutes, to 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT], a member of the task force. 

Mr. SWIFT. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me this 
time. 

Madam Speaker, this morning on the 
Fox Morning News the Republican 
whip, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH], was asked by one of the 
interviewers: 

Are you satisfied, though, that the House, 
the post office scandal is being properly 
looked into? 

And Mr. GINGRICH responded in part: 
Well, we have some real concern. PAT RoB

ERTS, the Republican from Kansas who is 
vice chairman of the investigation into the 
post office, has encountered consistent prob
lems and consistent delays on the Demo
cratic side. 

I have listened very carefully to the 
reports of my colleagues, and particu
larly my Republican colleagues, and 
there is not even an echo of that 
charge in what they have had to say, 
and that is because it is simply not 
true. 

The task force is made up of six inde
pendent individuals, and because we 
are each independent, it means we do 
not always agree with each other. I 
suppose, if on each occasion when we 
disagreed, each of us could charge the 
other with delay so long as it took 
some time for those disagreements to 
be resolved, but that would be absurd. 

Bipartisanship works, and it only 
works when you establish a level of 

trust sufficient that each of the six of 
us in this instance can turn our back 
on any of the other five and know that 
when we turn around there is not going 
to be anything sticking out of it. I be
lieve we have that relationship, the six 
of us. We do disagree, not incidentally 
always along partisan lines. We have 
worked out those disagreements, and 
we each feel we can turn our backs on 
the other and get on with the work we 
need. 

Madam Speaker, that level of trust is 
essential for true bipartisan work on 
something as sensitive, as difficult, as 
controversial as this, but remarks from 
external kibitzers who are obviously 
not in possession of the facts is very 
harmful to that bipartisanship, because 
apparently we not only have to not 
worry about those we are working with 
when we turn our backs, but we appar
ently have to worry about others now 
who are external to the task force who 
would like to plant something in some 
of our backs. That is very harmful to a 
process that is working very, very well. 

I simply wanted to call the body's at
tention to the fact that the remarks 
made in the Fox Morning News by the 
minority whip today were not accu
rate. They were not helpful. They were 
not true. And if you need any verifica
tion of that statement, I urge you to 
read the reports presented just now on 
the floor by all of my colleagues. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWIFT. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, I do 
not think now is the time to make defi
nitions in regard to what is a serious, 
say, disagreement or how we proceed in 
a bipartisan manner or perhaps what 
the minority whip said over a tele
vision station in regard to his inter
view. 

But I would remind the gentleman 
that we have had serious disagree
ments, not to say that we cannot put 
them aside and go forward, and as the 
gentleman has indicated, without hav
ing to worry about something from 
your back side, perhaps a gentle shove, 
a swift kick, a whispering in the ear, 
you know, whatever, and we have been 
through all of that in regard to this in
vestigation. 

A case in point, in talking with the 
chairman, I did not think the state
ment would be made that we had made 
a decision on findings in regard to 

·ghost employees. No finding has been 
made in regard to that. We have seri
ous disagreements in that regard. 

I do not know how the minority whip 
would refer to that in terms of a TV 
interview. I am certainly not coaching 
him, not really privy, not his press as
sistant. I am not in that business. I am 
full-time trying to proceed with this 
investigation. 

The gentleman was present when we 
had quite a bit of difference of opinion 

as to the direction of the investigation. 
We thought we had it settled, only to 
find the next morning that the inves
tigation was closed. The locks were 
being changed, and we do not need to 
go into all of that, but that was a pret
ty serious disagreement, so I would 
only gently remind my good friend and 
colleague, the gentleman from Wash
ington, that we will persevere, and that 
we will try to get to the end of the 
trail in a bipartisan fashion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). All time has expired. 

Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for permission to 
proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROSE. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes, the remainder of my time, to 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT]. 

Mr. SWIFT. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I will con
tinue to yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

It is in that spirit that we will pro
ceed in the investigation. 

I guess when we write things on the 
blackboard in terms of a definition of 
what is obstruction, what is a problem, 
you know, what is being bipartisan co
operation, the gentleman from Califor
nia put it very well. It has been a 
rocky road on our side. I would not use 
the words adjectives, and adverbs that 
the chairman has indicated, but we will 
get there. I trust we will get there. 

So I take the gentleman's comments 
in regard to the minority whip's con
cern to heart. We will have a discus
sion, and we will try to proceed, and we 
will try to do it in a bipartisan fashion, 
and I think we have made our point, 
and I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. SWIFT. Reclaiming my time, I 
thank the gentleman. I do not disagree 
with anything the gentleman has said. 

I want to make it clear that it is 
nothing that the gentleman or other 
Republican members of the task force 
have said or done that causes me any 
concern. We have had disagreements. 
We worked them out. We are continu
ing. We probably will have more, and I 
believe we will continue to work them 
out. 

But the major cause for the delay 
was a disagreement institutionally be
tween the task force representing Con
gress and the Justice Department. I am 
not here making a charge that the Jus
tice Department has done something 
evil and foul in terms of slowing the 
process. The fact remains that the dis
agreement between this institution and 
the Justice Department is the cause of 
the delay, clearly and simply. Probably 
it is very important that we resolve 
those institutional problems between 
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an administrative agency and the Con
gress. 

But for the whip of either side to go 
on television and charge the other side 
with being the cause of the delay is in
accurate, and it is not helpful to the bi
partisan spirit we need if we are going 
to get past difficult times that we have 
had in the past, and those that we obvi
ously are going to have in the future. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
has again expired. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
permission to proceed for 1 additional 
minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMAS of California. Madam 

Speaker, I will conclude. 
Friction is not necessarily all bad 

and, frankly, this interesting experi
ment in bipartisanship has led, I think, 
to a heal thy growth curve on the part 
of the Democrats. The fact that they 
cannot just dictate and let it go at 
that; and the fact that Republicans ac
tually share in the responsibility of the 
decisions that are being made, and can
not throw bombs and walk away is 
healthy for both sides. I wish there was 
more of it. 

I am saddened that it will not con
tinue in the form that we have. 

So when you look back on this exper
iment that is not yet concluded, I 
think you have to say that the most 
important aspect was the thing that is 
not done very often around here, · and 
that is to spend a little time in the 
other person's shoes. That is a very, 
very healthy thing for this institution. 

Mr. SWIFT. Madam Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. THOMAS of California. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Washington. 

Mr. SWIFT. I would agree with that. 
I simply was suggesting that I agree 
with the gentleman, that we should not 
throw a bomb and walk away. I merely 
said that this morning that was done, 
and it should not happen again. 

0 1820 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 5253 

Mr. BONIOR. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 5253. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION 
TAKING AWAY MOST-FAVORED
NATION STATUS FROM SERBIA 
(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-

mission to address the House . for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, today's 
Washington Post, referring to Yugo
slavia, says as follows: 

A volley of mortar fire crashed into a 
crowded marketplace in besieged Sarajevo 
today, killing at least 20 civilians and 
wounding more than a hundred others in 
what local officials described as perhaps the 
bloodiest single attack of Bosnia's two
month-old factional war. 

"It was horrible, unimaginable. There were 
people with arms and legs missing. The 
street was a river of blood," said one journal
ist by phone from the Bosnian capital. 
"There were people cut to pieces with their 
brains spilling out * * * 

* * * * * 
Two men carried a woman whose foot had 

been nearly blown off; another woman cra
dled her severed leg in her arms * * *. 

And it goes on and on. 
This Congress and this Government 

should speak out. I have a resolution 
which would take away the most-fa
vored-nation status from Serbia. This 
should be an immediate consideration 
by this Congress next week. 

We have over 70 cosponsors of this 
bill. For those who are not cosponsors, 
I ask you to call my office and cospon
sor. 

For this Congress to remain silent 
when innocent men and women are 
being killed in Yugoslavia is absolutely 
wrong. 

I am including the entire article 
from today's Washington Post in the 
RECORD as follows: 

THE STREET WAS A RIVER OF BLOOD 
(By Laura Silber) 

BELGRADE, May 27.-A volley of mortar fire 
crashed into a crowded marketplace in be
sieged Sarajevo today, killing at least 20 ci
vilians and wounding more than a hundred 
others in what local officials described as 
perhaps the bloodiest single attack of 
Bosnia's two-month-old factional war. 

"It was horrible, unimaginable. There were 
people with arms and legs missing. The 
street was a river of blood," said one journal
ist by phone from the Bosnian capital. 
"There were people cut to pieces with their 
brains spilling out," a witness told Sarajevo 
radio amid the screams and sobs of the 
wounded. 

More than 2,500 people have been killed and 
tens of thousands wounded in the savage 
conflict between powerful Serb militia units 
and Bosnia's Muslim-led defense forces, but 
today's bombardment of men, women and 
children lined up for bread and ice cream 
seemed to raise the level of violence to a new 
pitch. 

The scene of the shelling-as shown on Sa
rajevo television and around the world on 
Cable News Network-was one of carnage, 
and some broadcasters warned viewers that 
they might wish to look aside. Mutilated 
bodies and body fragments covered the mar
ket pavement, and the sidewalk where one 
group of people had been standing was awash 
with blood. 

Two men carried a woman whose foot had 
been nearly blown off; another woman cra
dled her severed leg in her arms; one elderly 
man, clutching a loaf of bread he had just 
bought, leaned helplessly against a stone 
wall as blood poured down his face. 

Officials of Bosnia's Muslim-dominated 
government told journalists that the mortar 
fire came from the same Serb batteries 
around Sarajevo that have been raining 
shells on the city for weeks. But Serb militia 
commanders called the assertion "Muslim 
propaganda" and insisted that none of their 
troops had fired the fatal rounds. 

The United States and the European Com
munity have labeled the militant nationalist 
regime of neighboring Serbia as the aggres
sor in the Bosnian conflict, and today's at
tack in Sarajevo came hours before EC offi
cials voted to impose economic sanctions on 
the new two-republic Yugoslav state that 
Serbia created and controls. 

The EC agreed to ban trade with the new 
Yugoslav union-composed of Serbia and its 
tiny longtime ally, Montenegro-freeze ex
port credits and suspend all scientific and 
technical cooperation with the Belgrade gov
ernment. Serbia and Montenegro sold more 
than half their exports to the EC last year, 
and the trade ban could cost them an esti
mated Sl40 million a month in lost revenue. 

The EC officials considered an oil embargo, 
but sources close to the discussions said it 
was likely the conferees would leave such a 
step to the United Nations, which is also 
readying tough sanctions against Belgrade. 
An oil embargo imposed by West European 
nations alone , would have little effect, said 
one EC official, since Serbia and Montenegro 
obtain most of their petroleum products 
from Russia, China, Iran and Romania. 

[The United States is consulting with 
other members of the U.N. Security Council 
on a package of economic sanctions against 
the Belgrade government, and U.S. officials 
said they were hopeful the council would be 
ready to vote on the matter by Friday. 

[In Washington, State Department spokes
man Richard Boucher described the continu
ing Bosnian bloodshed as "cruelty and suf
fering" the like of which "Europe has not 
seen ... since 1945." Boucher reiterated 
that the United States considers " Serbia and 
its allies in the so-called Yugoslav military 
overwhelmingly responsible for this appall
ing tragedy."] 

Full-scale combat broke out in Bosnia in 
early April, after the republic won inter
national recognition of its independence 
from the old six-republic Yugoslav federa
tion. Since then, Serb militias-backed by 
the Serbian government and the Serb-domi
nated Yugoslav army-have seized control. of 
about 70 percent of the republic, mostly at 
the expense of Bosnia's Slavic Muslims. 

Muslims-who make up about 44 percent of 
Bosnia's 4.4 million population and lead its 
current government-have been the chief 
victims of the war, accounting for most of 
the dead and wounded and nearly all of the 
more than 700,000 people left homeless by 
Serb attacks on towns and villages. Mili
tants among Bosnia's Serb community
which accounts for about 31 percent of the 
population-have proclaimed an autonomous 
state on Bosnian territory with close politi
cal ties to adjoining Serbia. 

The Sarajevo mortar salvo also shattered a 
short-lived local ceasefire that surrounding 
Serb forces had agreed to on Tuesday so that 
international relief flights could bring hu
manitarian aid to the capital's 300,000 hard
pressed civilians-most of whom have been 
without adequate food and medical supplies 
for weeks. The truce, brokered by Russian 
Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev, had been 
viewed by Western diplomats as part of a 
broad new diplomatic effort by Serbia to 
avert economic sanctions, but analysts here 
noted scornfully that Belgrade's latest 
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peaceful pleas and promises sounded like 
many it had made-and ignored-in the past. 

On Monday, the Belgrade government sent 
a letter to U.N. Secretary General Boutros 
Boutros-Ghali pledging to help promote a 
peaceful resolution to the Bosnian conflict 
and to seek "unhindered engagement" of 
U.N. and other relief agencies in Bosnia. But 
at the United Nations today, Venezuelan 
Ambassador Diego Arria told the Reuter 
news agency: "I don't buy that. The time for 
cordial relations is finished. Nothing they 
can do will stop the actions of the Security 
Council." 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include therein ex
traneous material on the subject of my 
special order tonight. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

POSSIBLE SELECTION OF PRESI
DENT IN THE HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam 
Speaker, the time has come for the 
House of Representativ~s to seriously 
consider adopting procedures should 
the selection of the next President of 
the United States fall to the House of 
Representatives under the 12th amend
ment to the U.S. Constitution. 

Today, I have introduced a resolution 
amending the permanent rules of the 
House of Representatives to open up · 
the process for the election of a Presi
dent should the House be called upon 
to do this duty. The resolution that I 
have introduced is rather straight
forward. It adopts a new rule 54 of the 
Rules of the House, entitled "Proce
dures for Choosing a President," and it 
says: 

Whenever the right of choice shall devolve 
upon the House, any vote of a Member from 
a state in determining the vote of that state 
to choose a President shall be recorded by 
the Clerk in open session. 

The last time the House of Rep
resentati ves had to select a President 
was in 1825 following the failure of all 
four candidates to obtain a majority in 
the Electoral College in the Presi
dential election of 1824. In looking at 
the precedents that were established in 
the 1825 election of the President, it is 
clear that two things happened. 

First, the House met in closed ses
sion with everybody except House 
Members, stenographers, officers of the 
House, and Senators being excluded; 
and second, the votes cast in each 
State delegation were done in secret, 

so not only did the public not know 
how every Representative voted in the 
selection of the President, but they did 
not know how each State's vote was 
cast. 

At the end of the process, the Speak
er of the House just announced which 
candidates had how many States' votes 
and declared John Quincy Adams elect
ed President of the .United States. 

Obviously, this secrecy will not do 
should the new House of Representa
tives be called upon to select a Presi
dent beginning January 6, 1993, due to 
the failure of the three Presidential 
candidates to achieve a majority in the 
Electoral College. 

It is incumbent upon this House of 
Representatives to set up the ground 
rules now before anybody can accuse 
the House of trying to engineer those 
rules to favor one candidate or the 
other, so that the most important vote 
that is cast by those Representatives 
who are elected on November 3, that is 
the election of the President of the 
United States, will be open to the pub
lic and on the record. 

My resolution proposes to do that. It 
opens up the process so that Members 
of the House can be accountable on 
how they cast this very important vote 
should the House be called upon under 
the 12th amendment to perform this 
very important function. 

Madam Speaker, I would invite my 
colleagues to cosponsor this resolution. 
It is one of openness and accountabil
ity against backroom deals and secrecy 
and something that we should make 
clear prior to the time the voters cast 
their votes for President on November 
3. 

I thank the Speaker for recognizing 
me for this time. 

THE CURRENT SITUATION IN 
YUGOSLAVIA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. MOODY] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MOODY. Madam Speaker, the 
civil war in Yugoslavia has already 
claimed over 10,000 lives and created 
close to 2 million refugees. The long 
years of U.S. investment in economic 
viability, human rights, and-eventu
ally-democracy for that country is in 
deep, deep jeopardy. 

As someone who lived and worked in 
Yugoslavia for 2 years, speaks the lan
guage, has friends in all parts of the 
country, and recently met with top 
leaders in Zagreb, Belgrade, and Sara
jevo, please let me share with you some 
key points about the current tragedy 
there. 

KEY POINTS 

First, the conflict is not about ideol
ogy or about democracy versus com
munism, as frequently alleged, al
though 50 years of rigid, winner-take
all Communist ideology has made po-

litical compromise much more dif
ficult. The conflict is about ethnicity 
and religion, compounded by deep frus
tration. The Croatians have been frus
trated in their long held desire to be 
independent of a larger Serbia. The 
Serbs have been frustrated that the 
West has been so ignorant and indiffer
ent to the suffering visited upon them 
by the previous independent Croatian 
state, the 1941-45 Ustashi government 
which killed over 700,000 Serbs in addi
tion to Jews and Gypsies-seen to this 
day by Serbs as attempted genocide 
and ethnic purification. 

Second, this frustration reached the 
boiling point when first Germany, then 
the European Community as a whole, 
and then the Bush administration rec
ognized Croatia with borders that con
signed roughly 800,000 Serbs to involun
tary Croatian citizenship without any 
serious guarantees for their physical 
safety or cultural and political rights. 
The fact that Croatia's new President, 
'former Communist Gen. Franjo 
Tudjman, had recently run an explic
itly anti-Semitic, anti-Serbian cam
paign for office preceding independence 
heightened Serb fears. 

When, in a sudden reversal of policy, 
the Bush administration recognized 
not only Croatia but also Bosnia, 
where 1.3 million Serbs are one-third of 
the population and live on about two
thirds of the space, even greater Ser
bian frustration and fear took hold. 
The Serb people feel deeply that once 
again they are fighting for their sur
vival, their homes and their right to 
exist. 

Third, the allegations that Serbs 
seek to conquer their neighbors or take 
their territory is simply untrue. But 
they don't agree that heavily Serbian 
areas in Croatia and Bosnia can be 
preemptually detached from Yugo
slavia, given the history of persecution 
of Serbs in those areas. In fact, the 
Serbs have a noble history of support
ing freedom and democracy, and stood 
with the Allies in World War I and II at 
great, great cost. Serbia has never seen 
itself as an ambitious conqueror, but 
now feels beaten into a corner by the 
self-interested behavior of the Euro
pean Community-especially Germany, 
which has tried to dominate the Bal
kans in two world wars, directly or 
through surrogates. 

Fourth, Serbia was always the lead 
group for a united Yugoslavia with 
civil and religious freedoms for each 
ethnic nationality. Of all the groups in 
Yugoslavia, the Serbs have historically 
been the most tolerant. The attempted 
genocide of Serbs in Croatia never had 
its counterpart against Croatians in 
Serbia. There is absolutely no history 
of anti-Semitism in Serbia and many 
Yugoslav Jews survived the facist pe
riod by finding safety in Serbia. 

Fifth, it is important to separate 
both the Serbian people and the Cro
atian people from the heavily armed ir-
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regular and guerilla groups operating 
outside formal government control. 
These groups-on both sides-have 
done most of the atrocities. 

Sixth, it is important to distin
guished the Serbian people from the 
Yugoslav National Army, the last Com
munist-led military in Europe. While 
Yugoslavia is dead, the army lives on 
with its own agenda of preserving as 
large a state as possible to sustain the 
army's vast size. I can tell you person
ally that the national army is very un
popular in Serbia. 

CRUCIAL ISSUE 

Now let me elaborate a bit on the 
second point made earlier. Having 
come through Axis support of Croatian 
separatism during World War II, the 
Serbs felt they had to defend their very 
lives and the land they have inhabited 
for centuries when they saw history re
peating itself. Specifically in the 
Krajina area of Croatia and nearby 
areas of Bosnia, Serbs suffered un
speakable atrocities in the past. Serbs 
now find it beyond comprehension that 
the West has deprived exclusively them 
of the right to self-determination 
which the Slovenes, the Croats and the 
Bosnian Moslems have all been encour
aged by the European Community, and 
now the United States, to assert. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, there are no easy an
swers to this horrible, bloody conflict. 
It is not a good-guys-versus-bad-guys 
scenario. There have been terrible ac
tions and atrocities by individuals and 
roving bands on both sides. The fear 
and anger among the Serbs and Cro
atians is intense and enduring-like 
the bitterness of most civil wars, in
cluding our own some 100-plus years 
ago. 

It is tragic that the West, particu
larly the United States, failed to take 
decisive action to see that United Na
tions troops take up stations in Bosnia 
before the violence began in that Re
public. Everyone knew that Bosnia 
would be the worst killing ground once 
violence there began. In my opinion it 
was doubly tragic that the United 
States-the only country possibly able 
to play the honest broker role-sud
denly abandoned its careful and neu
tral policy and threw in with the Euro
pean Community, led by Germany, to 
recognize an independent Bosnia where 
the Serbian minority felt most des
perate and insecure. 

LOOKING FORWARD 

Looking forward from this tragedy, 
there are some constructive actions 
the United States can take to reduce or 
end the violence, although there are se
rious extra difficulties now. What the 
United States should not do, given the 
history of the area, is continue to let 
European Community policy dictate 
our policy. Most of all , the United 
States should seek to be the peace
maker, not the punisher or enforcer. 

Specifically, the United States 
should not call for punishing the ordi
nary people of Serbia itself-or for that 
matter Serbian people as a whole-for 
the actions of the national army. Nor 
for the violence committed by irregu
lar and paramilitary groups in Bosnia. 
Nor should the Congress itself act in 
haste to condemn one side or the other. 
Either action would only fuel the zeal 
of the various extremists, isolate the 
Serbian people, and reduce the ability 
of moderate, peace-seeking people of 
all nationalities to find an enduring so
lution. Reconciliation, no matter how 
hard, must be the goal. 

Caution, understanding, and diplo
macy are in order. For the people pf 
the region, not we, must live with the 
result. 

EFFORTS TO BRING ABOUT A 
PEACEFUL SOLUTION IN YUGO
SLAVIA, BOSNIA-HERCEGOVINA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

UNSOELD). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. MCCURDY] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. MCCURDY. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to speak about the crisis 
that is laying waste to the countries 
that formerly composed the State of 
Yogoslavia. · 

By every account, what is happening 
in Bosnia-Hercegovina is a humani
tarian tragedy of incredible magnitude 
brought on by mass terror. Yesterday, 
we saw grisly images of a mortar at
tack by Serbian forces· which killed at 
least 20 innocent civilians and injured 
over 100 people in Sarejevo as they 
stood in line to buy bread. This des
picable act came on the heels of a Ser
bian military attack on a maternity 
hospital which caused 200 mothers, in
fants, and medical personnel to take 
refuge in the hospital 's basement. And 
last week, Madam Speaker, Serbian 
forces launched rockets at a convoy of 
Red Cross vehicles and hijacked 11 food 
trucks chartered by the U.N. High 
Commission on Refugees. As a result of 
these attacks, both the Red Cross and 
the United Nations have been forced to 
suspend their operations in Bosnia
Hercegovina. 

These atrocities are part of a much 
larger and tragic war conducted by the 
Milosevic regime throughout the 
former Yugoslavia that has left at 
least 12,000 people dead, destroyed an 
estimated $100 billion in property, and 
created over 1 million refugees. This 
represents the largest refugee crisis in 
Europe since the Second World War. 

Incredibly, Madam Speaker, through
out most of the agony in this crisis, 
the Bush administration has stood on 
the sidelines and watched the last 
Communist dictatorship in Europe 
unleash a war and wreak havoc on the 
ancient cities of Sarajevo, Dubrovnik, 
and others. Instead of helping Bosnia-

Hercegovina, Croatia, Slovenia, Mac
edonia, and Kosovo break from their 
totalitarian pasts and become part of a 
community of democratic nations, the 
grand architects of the new world order 
in the Bush administration last year 
tried to hold Yugoslavia together, even 
when its breakup was a fait accompli. 
When that policy failed, the world's 
only superpower hid under the table for 
10 months as more than 50 other coun
tries extended diplomatic recognition 
to Croatia, Slovenia, and Bosnia
Hercegovina. In the meantime, the Eu
ropeans, divided and incapable of devel
oping a coherent policy, would only 
wring their hands and issue statements 
which the Milosevic regime treated 
with utter contempt. 

It is only now that the United States 
and the European Community are be
ginning to put pressure on the tyrant 
in Belgrade. Yesterday, the European 
Community imposed a partial eco
nomic embargo against the Belgrade 
regime, and the United States has im
posed some additional symbolic sanc
tions. But these sanctions are only par
tial, and we can only speculate if they 
will have any impact on those respon
sible for this war. If we want to take 
this conflict seriously, the inter
national community should impose a 
complete trade and oil embargo 
against the Belgrade regime and freeze 
its international assets. We should 
expel the Belgrade regime from inter
national financial institutions, deny 
recognition to Serbia as the successor 
state to Yugoslavia, and take the lead 
in ensuring that humanitarian relief 
supplies reach the victims of this war. 
If these sanctions do not persuade the 
Milosevic regime and its henchmen to 
stop the killing, the United States 
should take the lead in proposing a 
NATO peace-keeping mission for 
Bosnia-Hercegovina and other affected 
areas. 

Madam Speaker, if the humanitarian 
side of this conflict is not enough to 
move the world to take serious steps, 
we would do well to consider the stra
tegic implications of further inaction. 
The war in former Yugoslavia could be 
a harbinger of things to come in the 
former Soviet empire, as long-simmer
ing ethnic rivalries rise to the surface 
and the difficulties of building democ
racies and free market economies from 
the wreckage of communism create 
new hardships. 

Moreover, the war in Bosnia
Hercegovi'na could easily spread into 
other parts of Europe and into the 
Central Asian republics of the former 
Soviet Union. The people of Kosovo 
have voted for independence, and it 
could only be a matter of time before 
Belgrade unleashes a new round of vio
lence against them. The question of 
Macedonia's independence has yet to be 
settled. Ethnic tensions have generated 
conflict in the former Soviet Republics 
of Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbiajan. 
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And the Milosevic regime has con
ducted itself in a way which could 
eventually generate bitter divisions be
tween Christians and Moslems 
throughout that part of the world. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, this con
flict has demonstrated the pivotal role 
that the United States will often have 
to play in resolving international cri
ses in the post-Soviet world. The fall of 
the Iron Curtain created an enormous 
opportunity for the people of Europe 
and the people of the former Soviet 
empire to live in peace and build demo
cratic governments. Yet we are watch
ing this opportunity to slip away. The 
old zone of conflict defined by the Iron 
Curtain has now shifted to the Central 
Asian fault line, and the Bush adminis
tration seems unwilling to recognize 
this important change. 

We should not succumb to the dan
gers of isolationism when demagogues 
or our foreign policy savants invoke 
old cliches about the dangers of the 
United States becoming the world's po
liceman. If stopping a war in Europe is 
not in the national interests of the 
United States, then we must ask our
selves: What are our interests? 
, I will enter several articles into the 

RECORD and urge my colleagues to give 
this conflict the attention it deserves. 

The articles are as follows: 
[From the New Republic, Feb. 24, 1992) 

YUGOBLUNDER 

(By Patrick Glynn) 
For months after Secretary of State James 

Baker's fateful visit to Belgrade in June 1991, 
observers debated whether the American sec
retary had inadvertently contributed to civil 
war in Yugoslavia by throwing his weight be
hind Yugoslavian "unity" at the very mo
ment when the republics of Slovenia and 
Croatia were preparing to secede. Since then 
the mischievous consequences of U.S. policy 
toward Yugoslavia have so multiplied that 
the fuss over Baker's trip seems dwarfed by 
other disasters. In December Germany pub
licly broke with the United States, announc
ing recognition of Slovenia and Croatia. In 
January the EC followed. What began as a 
gruesome civil war has expanded into a crisis 
in U.S.-European relations, with major im
plications for the post-cold war balance of 
power. At last count thirty-nine nations-in
cluding Canada-have recognized the repub
lics. The United States, still resisting rec
ognition, remains isolated, its relations with 
Germany damaged, its influence and prestige 
in Europe clearly diminished. 

U.S. policy-makers were quick to blame 
the Germans. In early January The New 
York Times described State officials "below 
the level of James A. Baker 3rd"-widely as
sumed to be Deputy Secretary of State Law
rence Eagleburger, the State Department's 
lead man on U.S. policy toward Yugoslavia
as beginning to "wince" at German asser
tiveness. But the effect of such self-exculpat
ing statements was only to aggravate an al
ready bad situation, increasing rancor with 
Bonn, hastening the loss of American influ
ence in Europe. 

What went wrong? U.S. handling of the 
Yugoslav crisis is in fact a case study in how 
not to conduct foreign policy in the post-cold 
war world, combining lack of intellectual 
rigor and carelessness with what Senator Al 

Gore has termed "moral obtuseness" about 
the conflicts and issues at stake. It epito
mizes the essential superficiality of the ad
ministration's approach to foreign affairs. 

Even now administration officials remain 
unrepentant. When I requested interviews for 
this story at the office of Eagleburger aide 
Kenneth Juster, public affairs director Jo
seph Snyder, to whom I was referred, told me 
after two days that State officials at the 
"highest levels," including Eagleburger's of
fice, had determined that "nobody in the 
building" would talk on the subject. The rea
son given was the "murky" situation, in 
which officials' comments would be "over
taken by events." (The likelier explanation 
was an article critical of U.S. policy on 
Yugoslavia that I had written the previous 
week for The Washington Post.) 

The main factor in the Bush administra
tion's mishandling of Yugoslavia was its de
votion to geopolitical "stability" at the ex
pense of democratic values and human 
rights. U.S. policy toward Yugoslavia par
alleled and was subordinated to U.S. policy 
toward the Soviet Union. In both cases the 
administration sought to prop up a declining 
Communist central government at the ex
pense of democratically minded republics. In 
the USSR it was Gorbachev; in Yugoslavia it 
was the reform-minded Prime Minister Ante 
Markovic. In both cases the effort faiied: But 
while in the Soviet instance it failed peace
fully, in Yugoslavia U.S. policy may have 
contributed to a violent civil war. The errors 
were reinforced by clientism on the part of 
State's Belgrade-orientated Yugoslav 
hands-and possibly, in Eagleburger's case, 
by a history of personal financial dealings 
with firms owned by Yugoslavia's Com
munist government. 

What was occurring during 1989 a:nd 1990 in 
Yugoslavia was an uneven shift to democ
racy. In the spring of 1990 both Slovenia and 
Croatia elected non-Communist governments 
in internationally monitored free elections. 
Both adopted democratic constitutions. Slo
venia, the most prosperous and ethnically 
homogeneous of the six Yugoslav republics, 
was also the most eager for independence. 
The Croatian situation was more complex, 
given the presence of a 12 percent Serb popu
lation and memories of brutal mass murders 
of Serbs and other minorities under a fascist 
puppet regime during World War II. 

But if Croatia's human rights situation 
was problematic, human rights problems in 
Serbia were clear-cut and acute. Since 1987 
Serbia had ·been ruled by a hardline Com
munist, Slobodan Milosevic, who increas
ingly based his appeal on fiercely nationalist 
themes. Under Milosevic, Serbia had per
petrated extreme abuses in the dominantly 
Albanian province of Kosovo-shooting and 
jailing protesters, torturing prisoners, firing 
ethnic Albanians from jobs and invading 
their homes. Moreover, in sharp contrast to 
elections in Slovenia and Croatia, Serbia's 
December 1990 elections were neither free 
nor fair. Restrictions on freedom of expres
sion, unmonitored · army voting, and a 
scheme whereby Serbian banks were ordered 
to print almost S2 billion in Yugoslav cur
rency to be distributed to employees of 
state-owned enterprises prior to the election 
helped ensure victory for Milosevic and his 
nationalist neo-Communists. 

By 1990 communism in Yugoslavia was 
ceding to nationalism, but in uneven fashion. 
In Slovenia and Croatia, n'ationalism had as
sumed an imperfect democratic tinge, while 
in Serbia it remained married to hard-line 
Leninism. The State Department's crucial 
failure was to miss the importance of this 

distinction. Even as Slovenia and Croatia 
edged toward democracy and the Serbian 
human rights record worsened, the United 
States strove to maintain an artificially 
evenhanded policy. "We have never been ad
mirers of Communist ideology," U.S. ambas
sador to Yugoslavia Warren Zimmermann 
told the Serbian newspaper Borba in March 
1991. "However, we think that every people, 
the Yugoslav people included, have a right to 
the system they choose themselves and to 
the people they elect. We respect that right, 
and if they choose communism and the Com
munists, we are prepared to deal with their 
leadership.'' 

Back home in Washington, State officials 
resisted efforts by legislators to change pol
icy. Human rights problems in Yugoslavia, a 
senior congressional aide was told by high 
level State Department officials, "are the re
sults of ethnic tensions .... Don't make a 
big deal about them. The Serbs are trying to 
hold the country together .... Don't break 
up [Yugoslavia] because the Soviet Union 
will use it as a model. If the Soviet Union 
breaks up, [the consequences] could be nu
clear." 

In part, however, policy was also dictated 
by a flawed conception of how violence in 
Yugoslavia might originate. Eagleburger 
warned legislators of deep historical ethnic 
hatreds in Yugoslavia, arguing that unity 
was the key to ethnic peace. What he and 
others failed to see was the difference be
tween democratic and undemocratic nation
alism. When violence arose in Yugoslavia, it 
would come not from the newly democratic 
republics but rather from the republic-Ser
bia-where Communist authoritarian forces 
held sway. The key issue was not ethnic ten
sion but the willingness to employ violent 
methods. 

Eagleburger's approach is best seen as part 
of the Bush administration's broad return to 
Kissingerian ideas of stability, where stabil
ity-in contrast to Reagan's approach
would be given clear priority over human 
rights. (Eagleburger was a former Kissinger 
aide.) Throughout 1990 and 1991 Eagleburger 
consistently opposed measures that might 
undercut Yugoslavian unity-or penalize the 
Serbian republic. Following a high-level con
gressional trip to Yugoslavia in August 1990, 
in which visiting senators, headed by Repub
lican leader Bob Dole, were shocked to wit
ness firsthand a crackdown by Serbian police 
on ethnic Albanians, Senator Don Nickles in
troduced legislation designed to redirect 
U.S. aid away from the Yugoslav central 
government, which had no power to curb 
Serbian abuses, and toward individual repub
lics, based on criteria of free elections and 
human rights. State resisted, pleading for 
Yugoslav unity, and found an ally in Rep
resentative Helen Bentley, of SP-rbian par
entage and a tireless defender of Serbian in
terests. Bentley joined in the House-Senate 
negotiations on the Nickles amendment, 
even though she did not belong to the rel
evant committee. "She camped out in the 
committee room reading a book called The 
Rape of Serbia," a congressional aide recalls. 
Nickles and Bentley were able to strike a 
compromise-a prov1s10n for six-month 
delay-that permitted the amendment to 
pass. Bentley was the only individual I inter
viewed who expressed complete satisfaction 
with U.S. policy. Even Representative Jim 
Moody, who also has strong Serbian sym
pathies, regretted that the United States 
hadn't played a more active role as a broker 
between the parties. 

In theory, the Nickles amendment pro
vided a new policy framework, anchored 
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more closely to democracy and human 
rights. Human rights groups such as Helsinki 
Watch had urged just such an approach. The 
point was not just to penalize Serbia, which 
was committing the grossest abuses, but to 
increase leverage with Croatia, where the 
human rights picture was still unclear. Cro
atia's 1990 elections had been highly nation
alistic in tone. Traveling in dominantly Serb 
regions of Croatia in 1990, Helsinki Watch ex
ecutive director Jeri Laber says she found 
"genuine fear" among Serbs of a possible re
surgence of World War II persecution and 
genocide. Laber and others point out that 
Milosevic deliberately stirred and manipu
lated such fears--some argue in preparation 
for a coming war. Moreover, Croatia's Presi
dent Franjo Tudjman attempted (somewhat 
unsuccessfully) to respond to Serb com
plaints in what the U.S. consul in Zagreb de
scribed in an August 1990 cable as "sound and 
judicious" fashion. Tudjman offered the head 
of the minority Servian Democratic Party 
the vice presidency but was turned down. 
Eager for an international presence and re
ceptive to human rights monitoring. Croatia 
has shown a willingness to meet EC de
mands. Many now agree a more visible U.S. 
presence in Croatia and Serbia, backed by 
the threat of sanctions. might have done 
much both to reassure Serbs in Croatia and 
to deter the Serbian republic from violent 
intervention. 

In May 1991 the Nickles sanctions were im
posed, and aid was cut to the Yugoslav 
central government and Serbia. However, a 
mere twenty days later President Bush 
waived the sanctions after a phone call with 
Markovic, the Yugoslav "Gorbachev." But 
by now Markovic 's authority had been com-

. pletely undercut by Milosevic, whose Decem
ber money-printing scandal had destroyed 
the convertibility of the dinar and with it 
the Markovic economic reforms. Moreover, 
nine days earlier Serbia had blocked the 
scheduled assumption of Yugoslav's collec
tive presidency by Stipe Mesic, a Croat, de
stroying any pretense of a neutral federa
tion. 

During the winter of 1990-91, State contin
ued to resist measures to treat the republics 
differently or to link U.S. aid to human 
rights. In January 1991 Dole introduced legis
lation calling for aid to republics in both 
Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union, based on 
democratic and human rights criteria. State 
opposed the measure. Throughout 1991-as 
militant Serbs in Croatia, stirred by 
Milosevic, mounted armed rebellion, eventu
ally declaring a small independent state
Serbia resisted efforts by Slovenia and Cro
atia to negotiate a looser Yugoslav confed
eration. State advocated standing aside. In 
May Croatians voted overwhelmingly for 
independence in a referendum, following a 
similar vote by the Slovenes. In June Baker 
traveled to Belgrade and gave his speech em
phasizing U.S. interest in the "territorial in
tegrity" of Yugoslavia. "I believe [Baker's 
speech] suggested to the Serbs-to 
Milosevic-that we were going to support ex
treme things to keep the country together, " 
says Yugoslav expert Steven Burg of Bran
deis University. Even after the declarations 
of independence by Slovenia and Croatia, 
White Hquse spokesman Marlin Fitzwater 
condemned "unilateral actions that pre
empt dialogue," arguing that "separation 
will lead to violence," implicitly blaming 
Slovenia and Croatia for the war that Serbia 
and the Yugoslav army were about to start. 

As late as October 1991, with war raging 
and thousands of Croatian civilians fleeing 
their homes, State testified against legisla-

tion introduced by Senator Alfonse D'Amato 
(another veteran of the Dole trip to Kosovo) 
calling for a cutoff of aid to and sanctions 
against Serbia. 

From the beginning of the war, Germany 
and Austria leaned toward recognition of 
Croatia and Slovenia as the best solution. 
The United States, following U.N. special 
envoy Cyrus Vance, argued rather that rec
ognition would only escalate the war. As late 
as mid-December Eagleburger told the may
ors of the besieged Croatian towns of 
Dubrovnik and Osijek that recognition 
would only lead to expansion of the war into 
Bosnia and Herzegovina and Macedonia. 

Instead, the German decision to recognize 
the two republics, coming in December and 
January, brought the first enduring cease
fire. With Yugoslav army desertions grow
ing, the Serbian economy flagging, and the 
war increasingly unpopular at home, Ser
bia's Milosevic now appeared ready to talk. 
As is not uncommon in dealing with a dic
ta tor, pressure had worked. The situation 
was far from resolved, but for the first time 
in fifteen cease-fires, the Croatian country
side was mostly quiet. One only wonders now 
what a differential policy pursued earlier in 
the game might have done. "If we had sum
moned the moral courage to act," says Gore, 
"we could have saved thousands of lives." 

In the end of the Yugoslav crisis did more 
than create two new states: it marked the 
re-emergence of Germany as a great power. 
It was an ironic reversal of roles. Through
out the 1980s, when the United States pur
sued tough tactics against Communist lead
ers, based on a commitment to democratic 
principles, West Germany steered a more 
neutral middle path between East and West 
based on realpolitik. Now the Germans were 
acting from principle against a dictator 
while the United States cultivated realpoli
tik. It was a measure of the fundamental dif
ference between the Bush and the Reagan 
foreign policies. It was also a measure of the 
declining power of the United States. One of 
the great lessons of the 1980s was that those 
countries fared best in the global power 
struggle that stood firmly for their prin
ciples. In the 1990s, returning to Kissingerian 
ideas of st~bility, the ,United States es
chewed such a course. The result was not 
merely a botched opportunity and an unnec
essary loss of lives, but an absolute loss of 
international power for the United States. 

[From the New York Times, May 21, 1992) 
PUNISH THE SERBS 

(By William Safire) 
In the face of Serbia's bloody invasion of 

its neighbors, President Bush has ducked 
under his desk in a way that recalls Ben
jamin Harrison's 1888 doctrine: "We Ameri
cans have no commission from God to police 
the world." 

Excuses for inaction range from "it's Eu
rope's problem" to "our vital interests are 
not involved" to "those historic hatreds run 
so deep, there's nothing anybody can do." 

The unspoken excuse is that in an election 
year, no American politician wants to com
mit American forces to what may be a quag
mire. Yet the lack of any threat of harsh 
consequences encourages the aggression. 

What would the other candidates do to 
stop the killing if they were President right 
now? I phoned that question to Ross Perot's 
spokesman and was faxed this prompt, if 
Carteresque, response: "I would be actively 
working with the United Nations in an effort 
to restore peace to the area." Can't get in 
trouble with a platitude. 

Bill Clinton, after criticizing Bush "indif
ference," responded: "The United States and 

the international community must adopt im
mediately the kinds of tough sanctions that 
will make the Milosevic regime pay a heavy 
price for continuing its aggression, such as 
freezing assets, an oil embargo, and suspen
sion or explusion from appropriate inter
national organizations." 

That's at least a policy that offers change. 
Opinion makers as far apart as Anthony 
Lewis and Jeane Kirkpatrick agree that if 
collective security is to have meaning, the 
President of the United States must do more 
during mass slaughter than send Margaret 
Tutwiler out to wring her hands and play 
Benjamin Harrison. 

Last year we saw how televised pictures of 
atrocities turned around a callous, let-it
happen policy in Iraq. After the public out
cry, Mr. Bush put a protective air cap over 
much of Iraqi Kurdistan; as a result, this 
week, for the first time in a thousand years, 
Kurds are voting in a free, democratic elec
tion. 

A Bosnia-Herzegovinan official-this year's 
Haile Selassie-says that if the world inter
vened to escort relief to starving, persecuted 
Kurds, why not Bosnians? "We are real peo
ple, too." 

Did America set a precedent by protecting 
the Kurds? Or was that a special case, where 
our interests were at stake, where we had a 
moral responsibility because we had called 
for the anti-Saddam uprising, and where the 
American public supported our intervention? 

Answer: both. The extent of our participa
tion will depend on previous commitment, 
vital national interest and sphere of influ
ence. But wherever in the world brutality is 
inflicted on millions of people, America's 
place is in the vanguard of marshaling civili
zation's response. 

The Serbs have earned a reputation for fe
rocity. They are now represented by-and 
not oppressed by-their own dictator, 
Slobodan Milosevic. They are seizing terri
tory they believe was stolen from them. If 
this causes death and desolation, they say, 
so be it-Serbs have suffered in the past, too. 

Sorry, but the law of the jungle has been 
repealed. No longer should any people get 
away with barbarism in the name of venge
ance. 

How do we stop the killing? The inter
national community-that's Germany, 
France, Britain, Russia and the U.S .. under 
U.N. or regional auspices--must put an intol
erable cost on continued aggression. 

This does not mean Operation Balkan 
Storm; the Serbs, unlike the Iraqis, would 
fight forever. Nor would this mean namby
pamby sanctions like suspending airline 
landing rights. 

It means, as Mr. Clinton suggests, embar
going Serbia's oil and freezing its assets. Be
yond that, we should impinge on its long
sought sovereignty by seizing Serbian air
space, much as we have done in Kurdistan. 

This would not immediately stop Serbian 
aggression, but it would be a painful and 
humiliating penalty. Peacemakers would 
have cards to play. 

Harrisonism need not paralyze us. "Chron
ic wrongdoing," wrote Theodore Roosevelt, 
"or an impotence which results in a general 
loosening of the ties of civilized society, 
may ... ultimately require intervention by 
some civilized nation." 

Update that to "alliance of nations" and 
apply the responsibility to intervene to the 
Balkans today. 

[From the New York Times, May 17, 1992) 
THE NEW WORLD ORDER 

(By Anthony Lewis) 
LEXINGTON, VA.-When President Bush 

took this country and others into the Per-
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sian Gulf war 16 months ago, he acted in the 
name of a new world order. This was not just 
a war for oil, he said; it was the beginning of 
an age when aggression against the weak 
would not be tolerated anywhere. 

How cynical that promise sounds today. 
The world is if anything nastier. There are 
more victims of aggression. And political 
leaders show no signs of the firmness needed 
to stop it-least of all George Bush. 

The most painful disappointment is in 
what was Yugoslavia. For nearly a year now 
Serbia's Communist leader, Slobodan 
Milosevic, has used his troops and Serbian 
irregulars to kill and terrorize other ethnic 
groups in the neighboring republics. And 
what are the rest of us doing? Essentially 
standing by and wringing our hands. 

The United States, the European Commu
nity and the United Nations have tried var
ious devices in the former Yugoslavia. They 
have sent mediators, stationed truce mon
itors on-site, dispatched peacekeeping forces. 
All have failed to stop the bloodshed. 

The reason they have failed is plain. Mr. 
Milosevic and his Serbian allies do not want 
peace. They want to acquire territory by 
force. They will not be stopped by exhor
tation. 

The only thing that would have stopped 
the aggressors was a credible threat of force. 
And the United States and European Com
munity gave that leverage up at the start, 
indicating that in any event they would not 
intervene militarily to stop the slaughter. 

Intervention in struggles among ethnic or 
religious groups is tricky business. It is 
often not easy to say who are the good guys, 
if any. In this case, I have no illusion that 
the other Yugoslav groups are saints. But 
the Serbs were and are the principal aggres
sors. "Stop the Serbian aggressio:r;i.," The 
Economist wrote recently, "and you end the 
bloodshed." 

Moreover, there have been moments when 
the aggression was so naked that European 
and American intervention would have been 
generally regarded as justified. One was 
when the Serbian forces pounded Dubrovnik, 
a Croatian city of great historic and cultural 
interest and no imaginable strategic value. 

Another such occasion is here now, in the 
merciless Serbian attacks on Sarajevo, the 
capital of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Watching 
the television pictures of shells falling on 
that city and civilians huddling in fear, I 
thought that civilization had not advanced 
since Nazi bombs fell on Rotterdam. Some 
new world order. 

At Dubrovnik last fall there was, and at 
Sarajevo now there is, a way for the United 
States and the Community to act effectively 
without undue risk of being embroiled in 
military action on the ground. That is to 
take command of the air. 

The Americans and Europeans have plenty 
of warplanes, based near enough, to do ex
actly that. We could have said to Mr. 
Milosevic, and still could: Stop your aggres
sion at once, or our military aircraft will 
control your skies. Not just over Dubrovnik 
or Sarajevo but over Belgrade. 

The Bush Administration has kept Iraq's 
warplanes grounded since the gulf war-al
though it had to be shamed into enforcing 
that rule after Saddam Hussein's slaughter 
of Kurds and Shiites. The threat to do the 
same to Serbia would surely be credible. 

The failure of nerve and imagination in the 
face of Serbian aggression is Europe's as well 
as America's. But President Bush raised ex
pectations so high in the gulf war that dis
appointment naturally focuses on him. What 
has happened to the man who three days 

after Iraq grabbed Kuwait said, "This will 
not stand"? 

The Iraqi invasion must have had special 
connotations for George Bush: echoes of Mu
nich, the personalized devil figure of Saddam 
Hussein. Or else the difference really was no 
more than oil. 

There is no oil in Sarajevo. But the failure 
to stop the Serbian anschluss may have large 
consequences. The world is that much less 
likely to be able to prevent the ethnic con
flagrations that threaten in large areas of 
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. 
We might remember that this terrible cen
tury began its downward slide 78 years ago in 
Sarajevo. 

[From the Washington Post, May 18, 1992) 
FOLDING IN THE FACE OF VIOLENCE 

THIS ISN'T A COMIC-OPERA WAR, SO HOLD THE 
TALK OF A NEW WORLD ORDER 

(By Jeane Kirkpatrick) 
"Milosevic plays by different· rules than 

other European leaders," a European dip
lomat said last week of Serbia's military 
leader. According to the diplomat, this 
"slickest con man in the Balkans" used his 
"extraordinary personal charm" to deceive 
U.N. envoy Cyrus Vance, European Commu
nity mediator Lord Peter Carrington and 
U.N. peace forces director Marrack Goulding. 

These men thought Slobodan Milosevic 
was serious about the successive peace talks 
and cease-fires in which they involved him. 
"He can utter the most egregious falsehoods 
with the appearance of the utmost sincer
ity," another senior European diplomat 
added. 

How quickly diplomats and international 
lawyers are misled by the likes of Milosevic 
(and the Ayatollah Khomeini and the Argen
tine generals and Saddam Hussein). It is dif
ficult for the civilized leaders of civilized 
governments to believe that the man across 
the negotiating table is about to bomb civil
ians, wipe out families and towns, and break 
solemn agreements. It is difficult to conceive 
that the smiling leader who is offering assur
ances of his peaceful intentions is a political 
psychopath who will respond only to force. 

Eventually, though, the reality emerges. 
Now, at last, Western diplomats think they 
understand Milosevic's violent behavior. 
Thus, to protest, the European Community 
has withdrawn its military monitors and the 
United States has withdrawn its ambassador, 
to wait him out in a safer place. 

"We are risking too much," Reuters 
quoted the EC missions leader as saying. 
"There is wrong behavior toward us, and 
some people are out of control. I have no 
right to put my people in danger .... Some 
have wives and children." 

As mortar and tank shells bombard neigh
borhoods of Sarajevo and snipers pick off 
anyone in sight, Europeans and Americans 
announce they will punish Milosevic. They 
will isolate his new Yugoslav state. They 
will impose economic sanctions. They will 
deny the new state membership in all inter
national bodies. 

And, from a safe distance, they will wait 
while the sanctions do their work. Mean
while, Milosevic's troops slaughter Slavic 
Muslims, more than 1,000 of whom have al
ready perished in the Serbian effort to seize 
Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

The American response is no more heroic
or helpful-to the victims of Serbian vio
lence than that of the European Community. 
The State Department announced that, in 
addition to recalling the ambassador, the 
United States will join in diplomatic efforts 
and economic sanctions. 

"But we are not about to get out in front 
of the Europeans. They must define the dis
tance and set the pace for the international 
community in dealing with Yugoslavia," a 
high-level State Department official com
mented to me last week while requesting an
onymity. 

His heroic lines could as easily have been 
uttered when Mussolini invaded Ethiopia or 
when Adolf Hitler marched into the Rhine
land. 

"There's no percentage in injecting your
self in the cross-fire between people intent 
on killing each other and yelling 'Stop' when 
they're not listening. We had to fall back on 
the idea that there wasn't much we or any
one could do until they got the blood lust 
out of their system and became more willing 
to listen to reason," he said. 

How readily the will of the international 
community gives way before violence. How 
flimsy the structures of conflict resolution 
and peacekeeping turn out to be. How lim-

. ited the Western commitment to collective 
security is when confronted with guns and 
determination-even when slaughter and 
civil war occur in the heart of Europe, in the 
very city where World War I was born. 

Let us not speak, then, of collective secu
rity except as a dream. Collective security 
depends on having force and will available 
when mediation and diplomacy fail. Without 
the option of force to deal with force, there 
is no collective security. Neither diplomacy 
nor economic sanctions are an adequate 
shield against tanks and mortars. 

There is anarchy today in Yugoslavia. 
There is timidity in Brussels and Washing
ton. So let us not speak yet of a new world 
order. It remains to be built. 

D 1840 

UPDATE ON HAITI 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I wish to briefly do an update 
report on the situation in Haiti. 

An astounding release came from the 
Associated Press today reporting that 
the San Diego Union Tribune news
paper reported today that a supersecret 
commando team, known as Seal Team 
Six, rescued a group of former Haitian 
officials from their country 2 months 
ago. 

Madam Speaker, the Seals are a 
naval counterterrorism squad. 

The paper quotes an unspecified Pen
tagon source as saying that the squad 
rescued a handful of former Haitian of
ficials whose lives were in danger. The 
raid was reportedly authorized by 
President Bush, and the former offi
cials were thought to be members of 
deposed President Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide's government. 

However, Madam Speaker, the De
fense Department does not acknowl
edge the existence of any Seal Team 
Six, and the Pentagon officials will 
neither confirm, nor deny, that the in
cident occurred. A special operation 
command is responsible for the Navy 
sea-air-land special commandos known 
as Seals. 
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The paper quotes its unidentified 

source as saying that there were no 
casualties in the operation. I find that 
a very interesting piece of news for sev
eral reasons. I have no quarrel with the 
rescue of people who are in danger in 
Haiti. I have no quarrel with the rescue 
of people, certainly if they were part of 
President Aristide's deposed govern
ment. 

The problem is, if our Government, 
by order of the President, conducts 
such a rescue of any persons from 
Haiti, it is certainly admitting, it is 
certainly acknowledging, that Haiti is 
a dangerous place, th~t it is a place 
where there is a need to rescue people 
whose lives are threatened. 

Madam Speaker, this is in direct con
tradiction with the position that our 
Government has taken publicly that 
there is no danger to anyone in Hai ti 
and that not only a handful of people 
are not in danger, but thousands can be 
returned. They propose to return 15,000 
people whose bodies have been plucked 
from the high seas, who have been car
ried to Guantanamo Bay and then re
patriated to Haiti. This is a shocking 
situation. It means that public policy 
means nothing to this administration, 
that they choose, when they wish, to 
utilize their military forces, the Armed 
Forces, the special command, the 
Seals, whatever you want to call them, 
as their own private army to do their 
own private thing. Evidently, there 
was some group of people they felt in
dividually, privately deserved to be 
rescued, so those that deserved to be 
rescued, for whatever reason, were res
cued by forces of the U.S. Government. 

And my colleagues might say, "Well, 
why accept this report as the truth? 
The Pentagon is not confirming, and 
they're not denying." Well, we have all 
been around long enough to know that, 
when the Pentagon refuses to deny it, 
then · that is a confirmation. We have 
all been around long enough to know 
that this kind of report from a respon
sible newspaper would not have sur
faced. 

This is in direct contrast to the hor
ror of the public posture and the public 
position of our Government. The hor
ror of our public position is that our 
Government, the administration, has 
taken the position that the final solu- · 
tion to the Haitian problem is death by 
drowning. 

Now those are strong words. When I 
say "final solution," I am well aware of 
the fact that "final solution" is a 
phrase associated with Adolph Hitler. I 
am also well aware of the fact that 
"new world order" is a phrase that was 
first coined by Adolph Hitler. Is this 
the new world order that we envisage 
where certain people are going to be 
written off and considered as 
undersirables, as people who have no 
place in the new world order? Certain 
people can be eliminated, not by gas 
chambers in this case, but by drowning 

at sea? If the policy of our Govern
ment, as announced recently by the 
President, by the administration, is 
that we no longer will be picking up 
Haitians who are in overcrowded boats 
and in danger of capsizing, we are not 
going to pick them up and take them 
to safety, our policy is we are just 
going to keep them from getting to the 
shores of the United States, what does 
that mean? Translated into honest, 
commonsense language, what does that 
mean? 

Madam Speaker, if we are not going 
to pick people up in rickety boats, 
overloaded boats, if we are going to let 
them venture on into the high seas, as 
long as they do not get close to our 
shores, then the likelihood is that 
those rickety boats will capsize. The 
likelihood is that those people will 
drown. If they do not drown volun
tarily, if the high seas do not get them, 
then, as they near the shores of our 
country, we are saying we will turn 
them back. The rickety boats will be 
intercepted. They will be forced to turn 
back and travel the distance back to 
Haiti, or in the process of turning them 
back they might drown in the sea. 
Many will dro:wn in the sea. 

Madam Speaker, it is a final solution 
to the Haitian problem by drowning 
people in the sea, and I can think of 
nothing worse. I can think of nothing 
more horrible. I can think of no act 
that our Government ever committed 
that I would be more ashamed of than 
to have the problem of Haitian refugees 
solved by letting them drown at sea. 

We have many alternatives of course. 
The numbers are not so great. We have 
absorbed many more refugees in the 
past than the 15,000 who at one time ac
cumulated at Guantanamo. We can 
make room in a nation of more than 
200 million people for a measly 25,000, 
30,000, even 100,000 people. That is not 
the problem. We have absorbed many 
more Cubans. Some 400,000 Cubans were 
absorbed in a period of just a few years 
in Florida. We brought in many plane 
loads of Hungarian refugees. Thousands 
and thousands of people at particular 
times have been absorbed when we felt 
they were worthy of being saved. 

Madam Speaker, the message that we 
are getting from this administration is 
that in the new world order that we en
visage certain people do not deserve to 
be saved. This action by the Seals res
cuing some people from dangerous 
Haiti, a place where our Government 
has publicly said is. not dangerous, is 
an indication that some people deserve 
to be saved and some do not. 

0 1850 
We are picking and choosing human 

beings who deserve to be saved. Haiti is 
a dangerous place. I have no quarrel 
with the administration taking action 
to save some people from Haiti. But we 
should go on to recognize and admit to 
the public and to the whole world, and 

the United Nations should admit it. I 
am not proud of the actions of the 
United Nations. They sit silent and ac
quiesce and bow to the policies of our 
present administration. They are not 
taking the kind of strident positions 
they should take in defense of the lives 
of Haitian refugees. 

All of us, the United States. the OAS, 
the United Nations, Europe, and Japan, 
everybody should admit that this is a 
situation which is very dangerous, and 
that anybody seeking to escape from 
Haiti has a justification for leaving. 

The situation has grown more dan
gerous in the last few days. We re
turned 587 Haitian refugees just yester
day. At the same time it was reported 
that in Port-au-Prince there have been 
shootings in the city every night for 
the last week. The same report indi
cates that 16 people were murdered in 
the past week. One of the victims mur
dered in Port-au-Prince was the broth
er of a prominent Haitian businessman 
who was raising campaign funds in an
ticipation of the return of deposed Hai
tian President Aristide. The killers 
shot the businessman's brother by mis
take, thinking he was the businessman. 
The inCident occurred only 150 feet 
away from a police station in down
town Port-au-Prince. 

Haiti is a dangerous place. People 
need to be rescued .from Haiti. Not just 
a handful should be chosen by the U.S. 
Navy and rescued, but large numbers 
need to be rescued. We need a policy 
where we take them in temporarily 
into this country by the thousands. 

At the same time that the murders 
were going on, the army brigades were 
doing other things also which under
score the danger in Haiti. 

Scores of young people, as young as 
people in the sixth through twelfth 
grades, were arrested last week by Hai
ti's military thugs because they staged 
a demonstration against the military 
government. 

Consequently, after that demonstra
tion the government has closed public 
secondary schools to prevent more pro
tests. They are not only depriving 
these youth of their freedom of expres
sion, they are also depriving these 
same youth of an education. 

Yesterday soldiers entered a private 
secondary school to stop another 
antigovernment demonstration, and 
they beat students in the school's 
courtyard. 

Hai ti is a dangerous place. It is a 
place where people should be rescued in 
large numbers. 

In Petionville, Haitian police round
ed up some young men standing in an 
open market in an apparent attempt to 
crush support for President Aristide 
and intimidate the people of the town. 
Petionville was a center of support for 
Aristide from the very beginning. So 
the fact they have rounded up young 
people at random in order to prevent 
them from getting any ideas is nothing 
unusual. 



May 28, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 12861 
At the same time, Haiti's outlaw gov

ernment refuses to accept an accord 
that was worked out by the Organiza
tion of American States. There was an 
accord worked out after months and 
months and months of negotiation. The 
accord was worked out right here in 
Washington, at the Organization of 
American States headquarters. 

That accord forced Aristide to do 
some things he did want to do. But in 
order to alleviate the situation, the 
rightfully elected President of Haiti , a 
man elected by 70 percent of the peo
ple, agreed to accept some onerous 
terms, for example, the appointment of 
a Prime Minister that he did not par
ticularly select. They selected him 
back in Haiti. He had to appoint that 
Prime Minister in order to come back. 

President Aristide had to agree to 
grant amnesty to certain people in 
order to come back. He agreed to all of 
these terms, and still the regime, the 
outlaw government in Haiti, refuses to 
let him come back. They claim if 
Aristide tries to come back, if he tries 
to assume his rightful place again as 
the country's President, Aristide will 
be arrested for, among other things, 
murder. 

The military thugs who are commit
ting murder every day are threatening 
to arrest the lawfully elected President 
if he should return for murder. The 
outlay government says it will accept a 
plan for a reconstructed government, 
but it will not have reconstructive gov
ernment with Aristide. It must be 
without Aristide. They are not willing 
to accept any compromise. 

The White House still claims that the 
safety of Hai ti ans is best assured by re
maining in their own country. They 
made that claim before the newspaper 
issued this recent piece of news saying 
that the White House itself had author
ized the rescue of some people in Hai ti 
because of the dangers there. 

Their official position as of this very 
moment is that the safety of Haitians 
is best assured by remaining in their 
own country. Reports from Haiti 
strongly indicate that conditions are 
far from safe, as I just indicated. 

The people of Haiti are not allowed 
the President of their choice, and, as I 
said before, any open displays of sup
port for Aristide are met with military 
violence. 

Madam Speaker, I support temporary 
protected status for Haitian refugees in 
this country. We passed a bill here in 
the House. We should have that same 
bill passed by the Senate. · 

We really do not need a bill. The 
President, the administration, has the 
authority under the present immigra
tion laws to accept the Haitians into 
this country under temporary status. 
They can temporarily take them in for 
a period of 6 months without having to 
do anything else, no interviews, noth
ing of any consequence has to happen 
for 6 months. 

They do not all have to be taken to 
Florida or Guantanamo. There are 
many other places to take them. 

Our country has a history of provid
ing asylum. As I said before, we have 
made arrangements for those people we 
deem worthy. The problem is we are 
making an exception in the case of Hai
tians. We are saying the Haitians are 
different. 

What is the difference? We are sad to 
say that the difference that is most 
visible is that the Haitians are black. 
The only large number of black refu
gees that have sought to escape perse
cution and come into this country have 
been the Haitians. Time after time, the 
Haitians have received negative special 
treatment. 

We are continuing to subject the Hai
tians to the same negative special 
treatment. What alarms me most is we 
have escalated that negative special 
treatment, and we are now condemning 
Haitians to die by drowning at sea. 

Our Government has much to be 
ashamed of. Every American is tainted 
by this position taken by our Govern
ment. 

Given Haitians, who are fleeing per
secution, who are fleeing a dangerous 
situation, giving them temporary shel
ter is the least we can do. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to sub
mit for publication in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD an article by Bill 
Frelick which appeared in the Sunday, 
May 24, Washington Post concerning 
Haitians' forced repatriation. 

Mr. Frelick is a senior policy analyst 
for the U.S. Committee for Refugees. 

Madam Speaker, I submit the article 
for the RECORD. 

[From the Washington Post, May 24, 1992] 
HAITIAN EXODUS 

(By Bill Frelick) 
By its Draconian treatment of Haitian 

boat people, the U.S. government has man
aged to shift the debate farther and farther 
away from how best to treat refugees in need 
of protection to how to avoid the worst mis
treatment. Put simply, the United States 
ought to recognize that: (1) the military re
gime that grabbed power in Haiti is viciously 
and systematically conducting a reign ofter
ror that persecutes large numbers who sup
ported the ousted president and keeps the 
population as a whole in fear and misery, 
and (2) refugees fleeing that repression 
should be provided temporary protection. 

Since the beginning of the crisis, however, 
the United States has sought to avoid its 
minimal obligations to protect refugees from 
persecution. In the first stage, our govern
ment shopped around the region attempting 
to coerce or entice poor neighboring coun
tries to take in the Haitian refugees. Not 
surprisingly. it was difficult to convince 
these countries that they were better able to 
provide for the refugees than the United 
States itself. 

Then we held the refugees aboard Coast 
Guard cutters until there was no room left. 
Within hours of returning the first boatloads 
to Haiti in late November, a court order pre
vented further forced repatriations until the 
underlying question of international law 
could be decided: Was this a case of 

refoulement-the forced return of refugees to 
a place where their lives or freedom would be 
threatened-a practice prohibited by the 
U.N. Refugee Convention and Protocol? The 
Bush administration argued before the U.S. 
Supreme Court that the Refugee Conven
tion 's ban on forced return "applies only to 
refugees within the territory of the contract
ing state." In other words, if we interdict 
refugees in international waters-physically 
preventing them from entering our coun
try-we can send them back to imprison
ment, torture or death and not be held ac
countable under international law created to 
protect refugees from that fate. 

Until the Supreme Court lifted the injunc
tion-it never considered the case on the un
derlying legal merits-the government had 
to offload the Haitians onto the U.S. naval 
base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. From Guan
tanamo, the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service began " pre-asylum" screening inter
views to determine which Haitians had a 
" credible fear of return. " About one-third 
met that standard, allowing those who were 
not precluded for health reasons to be 
brought to the United States for full asylum 
hearings. Those who were "screened out" 
were forcibly repatriated to Haiti without 
access to legal counsel or to appeal negative 
decisions. 

Despite the resumption of forced repatri
ation, the numbers fleeing have outpaced the 
ability of the INS to conduct even the pre
screening interviews. Now, the government 
announces that it will no longer pick up the 
refugees unless their boats are in imminent 
danger of sinking, because the Guantanamo 
base has reached its capacity. Navy Comdr. 
Greg Hartung, a Pentagon spokesman, ex
plained: "There is no room at the inn." 

Coast Guard cutters were seen as a magnet 
attracting boat departures; withdrawing 
them is seen as a deterrent measure. But 
what if the refugees keep coming? For a dec
ade now the Coast Guard has stopped them 
from landing. They are likely to continue 
interdicting the boats before they hit U.S. 
territorial waters. In that case, the prospect 
looms that the Haitians may be summarily 
returned with no screening for refugee 
claims whatsoever. 

What are the alternatives? First, despite 
claims to the contrary, the naval base at 
Guantanamo Bay is not full. The 47-square
mile base has segregated the 12,500 Haitians 
on one airfield. The real worry is that within 
a month or so heat and hurricanes are likely 
to render the tent encampments uninhabit
able. The navy needs to start building shel
ters now that can withstand the elements. 

The second major headache for the govern
ment is the overwhelmed INS asylum officer 
corps. Considering the difficulties of their 
task-both in terms of conditions at Guanta
namo and political pressures exerted on 
them from the State Department-the asy
lum offices have, on the whole, performed 
admirably. However, this relatively small 
unit of the INS has reached its limit, and 
regular asylum adjudications back in the 
United States are backing up and creating a 
backlog that may take years to process. 

The solution is to stop treating this on the 
model we use for individual asylum appli
cants. This is a mass exodus. In other parts 
of the world, when mass flows of refugees 
flee Afghanistan, Somalia, Cambodia or any 
of scores of other countries, they are admit
ted as a group. After being- provided "first 
asylum," they are assisted and protected to 
the extent the host country is able to help 
with the support of the international com
munity. This is a well-established practice 
that has the imprimatur of the U.N. system. 
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Our government need not consider individ

ual refugee claims-in a mass influx, it is 
widely accepted internationally that the in
dividual approach would overwhelm any 
country's asylum adjudication system. But 
there is an obligation we cannot shirk. We 
need to provide temporary protection. Many 
other countries with far fewer resources than 
the United States do just this. 

The United States certainly is better able 
to temporarily assist refugees than a Sudan, 
or a Malawi or any of the countries in the 
Caribbean basin. We also have a legal frame
work under the Immigration Act of 1990 for 
providing Temporary Protected Status with
out having to grant permanent asylum. We 
can-and should-admit the Haitians on a 
temporary basis. 

We cannot pretend that those risking their 
lives on the high seas do not exist. We also 
cannot continue the outrageous fiction that 
Haitians do not have legitimate fear of per
secution upon return. Our government 
should put its energies into restoring democ
racy to Haiti. Until that is done, anything 
less than providing minimal, temporary ref
uge puts us in violation of the fundamental 
principles of refugee protection we have 
heretofore consistently promoted. 

PLIGHT OF HAITIAN REFUGEES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, we 
continue in the House of Representa
tives to speak out against this cruel, 
inhumane blockade on Haitians des
perately attempting to flee a hated dic
tatorship that exists in their country. 

Today the United Nations High Com
missioner for Refugees has added her 
voice of criticism to this new decision 
to turn back Haitian boat people with
out giving them a chance to apply for 
asylum. 

High Commissioner Ogata said that 
she was deeply disturbed by President 
Bush's order that the United States 
Coast Guard directly return Haitians 
to their homeland without determining 
if they are political refugees or eco
nomic immigrants. 

Even the High Commissioner ex
pressed surprise and concern at the Ex
ecutive order, in light of reports of se
rious human rights abuses and violence 
in Haiti. Listen to the words of the 
High Commissioner. 
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I am deeply disturbed that the Executive 

Order denies those Haitians genuinely in 
need of international protection the oppor
tunity to present their claims, thus exposing 
them to risk upon their return to Haiti. 

But today, in Georgia, President 
Bush said the Haitians were fleeing 
poverty, not political repression. He 
said: 

Yes, the Statue of Liberty still stands and 
we still open our arms to people that are po
litically oppressed. We cannot, as long as the 
laws are on the books, open the doors to eco
nomic refugees all over the world. 

He also denied accusations that the 
policy is racist. It almost sounds as if 

the President is unaware of the import 
and impact of his Executive order over 
the weekend, which does not bother to 
interrogate anybody. There is no proc
essing anymore. We now have a policy 
of drowning at sea, to return rickety 
boats that have only a 50-percent 
chance of getting to the United States, 
now turned around, sent all the way 
back to pursue that very dangerous 
course in international waters, shark
infested waters, all over again. 

I am sorry, Mr. President, you do not 
understand that you are making the 
Statue of Liberty weak. You have 
turned your back on people fleeing re
pression and violence for the simple 
reason that they are Haitians. Where, 
sir, is you humanity? 

Listen to Amnesty International, 
who have called the policy racist. Lis
ten to the United Nations High Com
missioner for Refugees who said that 
the new Executive order " denies those 
Haitians genuinely in need of protec
tion the opportunity to present their 
claims, thus exposing them to risk 
upon return to Hai ti." 

Please, sir, consider the course of 
conduct that you are now costing the 
lives of people within this hemisphere. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. TORRES], a 
gentleman who has always stood with 
Members in this body in support of jus
tice and human rights and civil rights. 

Mr. TORRES. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
for taking this special order to bring to 
the American public and to bring to 
this House of Representatives in these 
sad hours this serious crisis that besets 
not only the conscience of America but 
obviously that of the entire world 
which is watching this drama. 

I deem it so insidious that the Presi
dent of the United States, in the com
fort of a golf course, would issue such 
an order, such an Executive order, de
nying to thousands of men and women 
who are fleeing, indeed, political re
pression, who are fleeing a totalitarian 
regime, the likes of which we have not 
seen in our hemisphere as that that ex
ists in Haiti and to deny them, to ask 
the Coast Guard to return those people 
in those rickety boats back to certain 
death, either by drowning or truly 
eaten by sharks, children, women, men. 

I say to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. CONYERS] and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. OWENS] , indeed, 
this is a sad hour for us in this House. 

Ironically, yesterday, and I came 
upon the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, cit
ing that ironically yesterday, just yes
terday we marked 53 years, when this 
Nation, the United States of America, 
returned the Hamburg Lines cruiser, 
the St. Louis, which had arrived on 
American shores with 930 passengers 
whose passports had a J marked on 
them, J standing for Jewish. And this 
Nation, 53 years ago, denied them 
entry to this country and sent them 

about to other countries to seek ref
uge, which was also denied. 

And those people, holding those J
marked passports, indicating they were 
Jews fleeing the oppression of Hitler, 
went back to Germany. 

What was their fate? Where did they 
end up? To be sure, some of them in 
camps. Where did those children end 
up? Men and women who came to our 
shores to seek safe haven? 

We cannot do this now to Haitians 
simply because they are black. It is a 
terrible message that the administra
tion is sending out. It is a subtle mes
sage and I am so sorry and I am so sad 
that this message goes out at a time 
when our Nation is embroiled in a po
litical time. It is a subtle message to 
tell people that this President, that 
this administration will not allow 
these people to our shores simply be
cause they are people from Hai ti and 
they are black. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] and the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] 
for bringing about this attention 
today, yesterday, that we need as a 
House of Representatives as Americans 
who watch us, to tell the world, to tell 
our President, to tell our administra
tion that we cannot act in this way, 
that we must, as a House, as a body, as 
a legislative body, enact the legislation 
that would provide the temporary pro
tected status which the bill of the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS], 
H.R. 5267, seeks. 

We have no other choice. We must do 
this. We must send the message forth 
that we are a nation that cares, espe
cially at this time, for these poor peo
ple of Haiti who are only seeking an es
cape for their lives because of the des
pots that rule their country. 

I commend the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] for having 
brought up this special order. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
NAGLE], whose work on civil rights 
matters, on matters of civil liberty, 
and questions of conscience have made 
him a leader in the House of Represent
atives on these related subjects. 

Mr. NAGLE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his kind 
words. I hope my conduct merits even 
small measure toward some success in 
the degree that the gentleman de
scribed. 

I rise tonight to join the gentleman 
at what I think is a pivotal and trou
blesome time in this country's history. 

In 1976, 1977, 1978, we had a Repub
lican Governor in Iowa by the name of 
Bob Ray, and that was at the time of 
the Vietnam boat people. People were 
fleeing that area of the country, get
ting in boats and going out to sea. 

Our Republican Governor at that 
time, from Iowa, which one would not 
expect. went to the refugee camps and 
started a program within our State 
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with the cooperation of Iowa citizens 
generally and Iowa churches in which 
we actually recruited those people to 
come to our State. It caused some eye
brows to be raised around the country 
because one would not think stodgy old 
Iowa would be · of that nature, but I 
think it reflected well on our State. 

Those people came to our State, and 
we put food together for them. We 
found them jobs. We put their kids in 
school. 

A decade later, a decade and a half 
later those Vietnamese people are 
among our best citizens. They are 
among our best students, and we would 
argue that the experience of having 
those people among Iowans has actu
ally expanded and enhanced our State 
and broadened our horizons. 

Actually, while they may have bene
fited a little, our State, and we believe 
our country, has benefited a great deal. 

The American experience has always 
been one of renewal, of different cul
tures, of different people, of different 
lands coming to this country, earning 
their place alongside of us and benefit
ing all of us in the process with their 
ideas and their ability to be different. 
The American experience is based on 
renewal and diversity of different 
thoughts and different perceptions and 
different people from different times 
and different lands. 
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I would submit to you tonight that of 

all we have said about this, the outrage 
that every one of us feels towards the 
President's policies, which could al
most be termed, if one were cruel, rac
ist in origin and generation, political 
at a minimum, that maybe the real los
ers are not just the people on those 
boats in that ocean, but maybe the real 
loser for now and for the future is the 
American experience, and maybe we 
are losing as much as they, if not more, 
because we have lost their talent, their 
energy, their determination, and their 
ambition to seek a better life. There 
are really two groups that are losing. 
We are losing. as Americans, and they 
are obviously in great jeopardy. 

I cannot tell the Members how 
strongly and how deeply I feel a sense 
of outrage about this decision by the 
administration. The party of Lincoln, 
the White House that was controlled by 
the Great Emancipator. today sits in 
isolation and in disarray, unable to 
even pick up the hint of the tradition 
of their greatest President and act in 
his capacity to reach out and bring 
America together and broaden America 
and renew America. 

I do not know what history will write 
of the Presidency, of the Bush experi
ence, but I know that if they do write, 
this will be seen as the most blatant, 
political decision the White House has 
ever made, one that utterly denies all 
of us our heritage and our tradition of 
this country. 

I spoke with Bob White this morning. 
Sixteen more Haitians were killed last 
night. The mayor of a major city, who 
was once arrested and beaten, was ar
rested again. Still we sit here with dis
interest and neglect, and pretend that 
this is not a political problem, that 
these are not political refugees, and 
they really do not need our help. The 
magnificent generosity of this country, 
which is our tradition and our birth
right, can be extended to a few people, 
even to allow them to sit on an island 
in the Caribbean in a military base 
until we can restore the legitimate 
Government of Haiti. 

Every American, irrespective of 
party, should take up this cause. Every 
American who believes that Statue of 
Liberty really represents the best of 
this country should bombard the White 
House and this House and the Senate 
with letters of outrage and frustration 
urging the administration to recon
sider its darkest policy. 

I know when the gentleman from 
California, ESTEBAN TORRES, spoke, he 
is Hispanic, I am Irish, the gentleman 
from Michigan is black. That is what 
makes this country the greatest thing 
possible, is the fact that different peo
ple and different ideas and different 
concepts can come here and mingle to
gether, equal and free. The American 
experience should not be denied to the 
people who seek our shores. We are big 
enough, we are broad enough, we are 
generous enough to offer that to them. 

I will do everything that the leader 
of our organization from Michigan tells 
me to do to reverse this policy. The 
gentleman [Mr. CONYERS] is a leader in 
this cause, and I wish to enlist in his 
army. and I hope every American of 
every heritage, of every ethnic origin, 
or every religion, of every color, will 
stand with him until those people are 
allowed to be safe and free, and Amer
ica itself renews its dream. 

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. NAGLE] has brought an in
credible recall of an experience that 
many of us have forgotten, that the 
people of your State and its leaders at 
that time indulged the Vietnamese in. 

We have documented over 20 in
stances in which safe haven has been 
granted by our country under far less 
extenuating circumstances. Here we 
have a country that has such a dicta
torship that we refuse to recognize it; 
that we now find that a supersecret 
Pentagon commando team had spirited 
out many of the Aristide Haitian offi
cials from their war-torn country, in 
effect, because they knew that their 
lives were in danger. and all we ask is 
what about the other Haitians seeking 
to flee the same violence and repres
sion? What about the lives of those who 
were not senior government officials? 
Why are we refusing now to even listen 
to those who fled today and last week? 

This policy cannot stand the test of 
legal scrutiny because it violates our 

immigration law and the Geneva ac
cord treaty that we signed, ratified by 
the Senate in 1968, and it contradicts 
the lame State Department excuses 
that they do not know of any retalia
tion going on. We have affidavits and 
documents that have already been pre
sented that detail people who have 
been repatriated and were killed, peo
ple who have been repatriated and were 
arrested, people who were repatriated 
by mistake and were subsequently 
murdered the first night they returned. 

This evidence is growing into a pile 
of irrefutable documented affidavits, 
videos in some cases, which give lie to 
the pathetic assertion that we do not 
know what is going on. 

Mr. NAGLE. Madam Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. NAGLE. Madam Speaker, I will 
tell the gentleman, I will bet that if 
that island had oil, we would be there 
with military force. If that island had 
a canal, we would be there with a mili
tary force. I even suspect that if that 
island had a population of whites like 
Granada did, we would be there with a 
military force. We draw our distinc
tions from this administration on the 
basis of what they can do for us, wheth
er we have a national security interest 
there. 

I heard the other day that they are 
going to say next to us, "It is okay, we 
will return them back, and we will de
termine the political refugees there on 
the island after we take them back." 

. About 1 in 4 right now can actually 
qualify in Guantanamo Bay for politi
cal refugee status. The estimates we 
have from the reporters on the island 
itself are that 25 percent figure, when 
you get the Haitians back on the is
land, drops to 1 percent at best, the 
highest mark; 99 percent will not be ad
mitted; 99 percent will be denied relief, 
and the hypocrisy of our policy of find
ing national interest when it suits our 
needs and denying it when it does not 
meet the political needs of the White 
House because of a county in Florida 
that is important in the fall election is 
probably one of the things about the 
policy that troubles me the most. 

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman has 
helped give all of those Americans who 
feel ashamed as we do an understand
ing that this is not a national policy 
that we will go quietly into the night 
accepting. This embarrassment grows 
daily. The incidents, the deaths, the 
contradictions in our own law, con
tinue to mount. It seems to me that we 
are doing precisely what in a demo
cratic society must be done. We must 
find a way to reverse the policy. 

Ambassador White, who the gen
tleman mentioned, has done an exceed
ingly important service as a person 
who has gone back there, has seen, 
interviewed, been an eyewitness, has 
talked with citizens and officials as 
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well, whose background and integrity 
is unimpeachable, and helped add to 
this testament of misery and suffering 
and death that this immigration policy 
is visiting upon citizens of the poorest 
nation in our hemisphere. 

Mr. NAGLE. If the gentleman will 
yield further, one of the things Ambas
sador White told me this morning and 
the thing that he asked me to empha
size today, if I had the opportunity to 
speak, which the gentleman has been 
kind enough to give to me, was that 
there are really two aspects of this. We 
have talked a bit about the inconsist
encies, the hypocrisy, the outrage, as 
to the people in the boat. But he also 
spoke to me to understand the longer 
term solution that is needed, not just 
to deal with the immediate problem of 
the refugees, but also to deal with the 
problem of how we bring down that 
government. 

Ambassador White advocated and 
asked me to mention this evening, and 
I do so with his permission, that just 
simply taking care of the refugees does 
not solve the problem. We have to re
move the government. Here the admin
istration has been as equally recal
citrant and short-sighted as it has on 
the policy of the former. 

Ambassador White would argue, were 
he to have floor privileges, what we 
need to do is to tighten the embargo 
aggressively, we need to go to the Eu
ropean Common Market and cut off the 
oil supply and do so quickly, and put a 
real economic embargo on that country 
that works with the cooperation of our 
allies. 

One of the puzzlements I have is how 
we could organize 101 nations to go to 
war in the Persian Gulf overnight and 
go to the United Nations with great 
pride and fanfare, and we cannot get 
the countries who are trading down 
there in conflict with our stated objec
tives to organize effective economic 
boycotts to bring that government 
down. 

He argues, and I concur, that that is 
the second prong that is needed here, is 
to bring that government down, to 
bring it down quickly, to use every le
gitimate nonviolent step necessary, 
and to, with force if necessary, use per
suasion in the strongest possible terms, 
convince our allies to join us in an ef
fective embargo, and not to listen, not 
to listen to the handful of American 
companies that are still down there 
doing business that are lobbying the 
domestic policy advisers at the White 
House, "You really don't need to do 
this. It is not as bad as you are being 
told." 
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So I think the second thing we have 
to do is not only ask America to be 
true to its own dream and generation, 
but also to put in an effective policy 
from the White House that brings that 
government down and restores legiti-

mate, freely elected democratic gov
ernment that was in place until the 
military coup. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman from 

Iowa has done us a service by reporting 
those views of Ambassador White, be
cause they coincide with some discus
sions with Members on the House floor 
yesterday in which it has been pointed 
out that until we lift the OAS sanction 
to a United Nations sanction we cannot 
really affect the European nations and 
their corporations who are still doing 
business. 

Until we impound the bank accounts 
of that part of the elite who fomented 
this coup, cut off their financial re
sources, and then suspend the foreign 
commercial aircraft who travel every 
day from Miami to Port-au-Prince, 
until those several things combined 
with the recommendations that the 
gentleman has reported on this floor, 
there is no way that the embargo can 
be more than a token, which gives rise 
to the growing suspicion about the 
lack of good faith that we are going 
about trying to close down these wag
tag military thugs which are not high
ly organized, which do not have up-to
date weaponry, who from my reports 
have only a few tanks, a few trucks, 
different kinds of hand weapons, many 
operating on their own without even 
any military supervision. And the only 
thing that they can use to maintain 
power is the terror of the gun. The only 
way that they can stay in power is to 
continue to terrorize, kill, and intimi
date people. 

So what we are doing is forcing peo
ple to continue to emigrate any way 
they can to escape a condition that we 
are allowing to exist. So we have us 
contributing to, I hope it is inadvert
ently, the remaining in power of people 
that, considering other kinds of coups 
that have occurred, could be relatively 
easily brought down. 

Mr. NAGLE. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. CONYERS. With pleasure, I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. NAGLE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I do not mean to turn this 
into an intellectual argument, but an 
intellectual argument sometimes 
serves the basis for policy, and I realize 
we are talking about people here. But 
it seems to me what the gentleman has 
just described is a political problem in 
the island, a freely elected democratic 
government having been removed, the 
administration making a decision of a 
political solution to a political prob
lem, that is, a limited, ineffective em
bargo which causes the people of the is
land to flee the political situation. And 
then we deny them admission to this 
country because we say they are not a 
political refugees, they are really eco
nomic refugees. It seems to me almost 
by definition in the manner in which 
the administration has handled it they 

have established the legitimate politi
cal refugees status of the Haitians that 
they will not now even let get off the 
boat at Guantanamo, if they are even 
able to get across the ocean, and it is 
incorrigible or incomprehensible that 
logic cannot drive a policy down there, 
but politics drives it, but they will not 
realize the political nature of the refu
gee situation. 

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman's 
analysis I think is absolutely correct. I 
think he gives rise to the lie that these 
are just poor people trying to find a 
job. 

The truth is as the poorest nation 
state in the hemisphere, they have al
ways been poor. But that did not drive 
them to leave their country, to risk 
death on the high seas. It was the po
litical terrorism of a coup that makes 
them decide that notwithstanding the 
perils of international shark-infested 
waters that they will risk their lives 
knowing that they may be turned 
back, rearrested, or anything can hap
pen to them. These are incredibly dif
ficult decisions to be forced upon indi
viduals who are now wreaking the ter
rible misdirection of American diplo
matic policy. 

I hope that our voices will grow. I 
hope that the American people will un
derstand that his is not a politically or 
partisan-driven debate, that they un
derstand that the honor of our country 
hangs in the balance. We who criticized 
the British for turning back the Viet
namese boat people, they are bringing 
up the White House communications 
and the State Department bulletins 
right now, reviewing how we lectured 
other people about the barbarity of the 
very policy that we have now come to 
adopt. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the subject of my special 
order this evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
UNSOELD). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado (at the re

quest of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today, on 
account of family emergency. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Member (at his own 
request) to revise and extend his re-
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marks and include extraneous mate
rial:) 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. TORRES) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. MOODY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCCURDY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CONYERS, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. BONIOR, for 60 minutes each day, 

on June 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, and 11. 
Mr. FAZIO, for 60 minutes each day, 

on June 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, and 11. 
Mr. CONYERS, for 60 minutes each 

day, on June 2, 3, and 4. 
Mr. WOLPE, for 5 minutes, on June 3. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(Mr. BROOKS, prior to vote on motion 
to recommit on conference report on S. 
1306 in the House today.) 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. 
Mr. SUNDQUIST in two instances. 
Mr. THOMAS of California. 
Mr. GALLEGLY. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
Mr. OXLEY. 
Mr. CAMP. 
Mr. MICHEL in two instances. 
Mr. GOODLING . . 
Mr. GUNDERSON. 
Mr. RINALDO. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. PACKARD. 
Ms. Ros-LEHTINEN in 10 instances. 
Mr. ZIMMER. 
Ms. MOLINARI. 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. TORRES) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. CARDIN. 
Mr. FAZIO in two instances. 
Mr. BONIOR. 

Mr. LAROCCO in two instances. 
Mr. YATRON in two instances. 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. 
Mr. KOSTMAYER in two instances. 
Mr. SCHEUER. 
Ms. LONG. 
Mr. LEVINE of California. 
Mr. HERTEL. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida. 
Ms. DELAURO. 
Mr. ROYBAL. 
Mr. OLVER. 
Mr. MANTON. 
Mr. SWETT. 
Mr. KENNEDY. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. NAGLE. Madam Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 7 o'clock and 29 minutes p.m.) 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, June 1, 1992, at 
12 noon. 

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 

Reports of committees of the U.S. House of Representatives concerning the foreign currencies used by them for official 
foreign travel during the first quarter of 1992 pursuant to Public Law 95-354 are as follows: 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BElWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31 , 1992 

Date Per diemt 

Name of Member or emplo~ Country U.S. dollar 

Arrival Departure Foreign cur- equivalent 
rency or U.S. cur-

Hon. William J. Hughes J ... ...... .. .. .... ..... .. ...... .... .. ...... 217 . 
'l19 . 
2111 
2116 

Hayden Gregory 3 ...... .. ..... ....... .... ..... .... .... .................. 217 
219 ' 
211 i 
2116 

rencyz 

219 Portugal ...................... ............................ 270.00 
2111 Switzerland ................... .......................... 462.00 
2116 France ................ ..................................... 1,365.00 
2118 Ireland .. :................................................. 630.00 
219 Portugal ......................................... ......... 270.00 
2111 Switzerland .......... ................................... 462.00 
2116 France .......... ........................................... 1,365.00 
2118 Ireland .................................................... 630.00 

Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equ ivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rencyz 

740.00 
23.50 

740.00 
23.50 

Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur- equ iva lent 

rency or U.S. cur- . rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 rency 2 

1.010.00 
485.50 

1,365.00 
........ ............ 630.00 

1,010.00 
485.50 

1,365.00 
630.00 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Committee total ........................................ .. 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
21f foreien currency is.used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; ii U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 
>Transportation and other expenses will be reported by the Committee on Public Works and Transportation. 

5, 454. 00 1.527.00 6,981.00 

JACK BROOKS, Chairman, May 7, 1992. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 
1992 

Date Per diemt 

Name of Member or employee 
Arrival Departure 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cu r- equ ivalent 

rency or U.S. cu r-

Country 

rency 2 

David Leach .............................. ......... ....................... 2126 312 Spain ... ..................... : ... ........................ .. 850.00 
Gerry Waldron ........................................................ ... 2126 312 Spain .. ......................... ....... : .................. . 850.00 
Michael Reaean ........................................................ 2126 312 Spain .................................................... .. 850.00 
Finneean ................................................................... 215 , 218 Switzerland .... ........................................ . 693.00 
John Berner ............................................................... 1124· 213 Russia ...... ........................... .. ................ . 3,550.00 
Hon. Dennis Eckart ................................................... 216 218 Switzerland ...... ...................................... . 462.00 
Hon. Bill Richardson .................................... ............. 115 118 Russia .................... ......... ........ ........ ..... .. 1,018.00 

1/8 1112 Portugal .. ........................ ....................... . 1,100.00 
Hon. Ed Towns ................................. ......................... 11/29 1212 Honduras ..... .................................... ...... . 600.00 
Hon. Alex McMillan .......................................... ......... 212 213 Mexico ................. .................... .............. .. 286.50 
Hon. Bill Richardson .................................... ............. 212 213 Mexico ............. ................. ............ ......... .. 286.50 

Committee total ......................................... . 10,546.00 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreian currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; ii U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

Transportation 

U.S. dollar 
Fa.reign cur- equivalent 

rency or U.S. cur-
rency 2 

3,220.00 
3,220.00 
3,220.00 
3,271.80 
3,513.50 
3,271.80 

1.170.00 

20,887.10 

Other purposes Total 

U.S. dollar 
Foreign cur- equivalent Foreign cur-

rency or U.S. cur- rency 
rency2 

U.S. dollar 
equ ivalent 

or U.S. cur-
rency2 

4,070.00 
4.070.00 
4,070.00 
3,964.80 
7,063.50 
3,733.80 
1.018.00 
1,100.00 
1,770.00 

286.50 
286.50 

31 ,433.10 

JOHN D. DINGELL, Chairman. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 
Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu

tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referrred as 
follows: 

3588. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to amend the Rural Electrification 
Act of 1936; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

3589. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting 
a report required by section 918 of the Finan
cial Institutions Reform, Recovery, and En
forcement Act of 1989 for 1991, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 1833; to the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

3590. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting notice of final priority 
for fiscal year 1992-Protection and Advo
cacy of Individual Rights, pursuant to 20 
U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

3591. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting a com
pilation and analysis of State activities in 
implementing the fourth year of the Child 
Abuse and Neglect Prevention Challenge 
Grant Program, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 
5116a(l), 5116g; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

3592. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification of the Department of the Navy's 
proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance 
[LOA] to Korea for defense articles and serv
ices (Transmittal No. 92-23), pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

3593. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Assistance Agency, transmitting 
notification of the Department of the Air 
Force's proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Ac
ceptance [LOA] to the Coordination Council 
for North American Affairs for defense arti
cles and services (Transmittal No. 92-24), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

3594. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by .the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b(a); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3595. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting OMB 
estimate of the amount of change in outlays 
or receipts, as the case may be, in each fiscal 
year through fiscal year 1997 resulting from 
passage of R.R. 4774 and S. 2378, pursuant to 
Public Law 101-508, section 13101(a) (104 Stat. 
1388-582); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

3596. A letter from the Director, U.S. Infor
mation Agency, transmitting the semi
annual report of the inspector general cover
ing the period October 1, 1991, through March 
31, 1992, pursuant to Public Law 99-399, sec
tion 412(a); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

3597. A letter from the Clerk, U.S. House of 
Representatives, transmitting the quarterly 
report of receipts and expenditures of appro
priations and other funds for the period Jan
uary 1, 1992 through March 31, 1992, pursuant 
to 2 U.S.C. 104a (H. Doc. No. 102-336); to the 
Committee on House Administration and or
dered to be printed. 

3598. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 

payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

3599. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

3600. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

3601. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

3602. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
(Civil Works), the Department of the Army, 
transmitting recommendations for the modi
fication to the authorized flood damage re
duction project for Santa Barbara County 
Coastal Streams, California, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 1962d-5(a) (H. Doc. No. 102-337); to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation and ordered to be printed. 

3603. A letter from the Administrator, Gen
eral Services Administration, transmitting 
an informational copy of a lease prospectus, 
pursuant to 40 U.S.C. 606(a); to the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transportation. 

3604. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a report 
entitled "Nuclear Waste: DOE's Repository 
Site Investigations, a Long and Difficult 
Task" (GAO/RCED-92-73); jointly, to the 
Committees on Government Operations, En
erg-y and Commerce, and Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BROWN: Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. R.R. 3614. A bill 
amending the Land Remote-Sensing Com
mercialization Act of 1984 to secure U.S. 
leadership in land remote-sensing by provid
ing data continuity for the Landsat Program 
and by establishing a new national land re
mote-sensing policy, and for other purposes; 
with amendments (Rept. 102-539). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. FORD of Michigan: Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. H.R. 3711. A bill to author
ize grants to be made to State programs de
signed to provide resources to persons who 
are nutritionally at risk in the form of fresh 
nutritious unprepared foods, and for other 
purposes; with an amendment; referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture for a period 
ending not later than June 5, 1992, for consid
eration of such provisions of the bill and 

amendment as fall within the jurisdiction of 
that committee pursuant to clause l(a)(7), 
rule X. (Rept. 102-540, Pt. 1). Ordered to be 
printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr. 
FIELDS, and Mr. SKELTON): 

R.R. 5276. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to prohibit the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency 
from listing used oil and affiliated materials 
as a hazardous waste under that act, to re
quire the Administrator to establish cost ef
fective management standards for genera
tors, transporters, and recyclers of used oil, 
to conserve a valuable resource, and to re
duce the amount of lead in used oil fuels; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ACKERMAN: 
R.R. 5277. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to establish programs to 
increase the supply of professional nurses 
and provide educational assistance to nurses, 
and for other purposes; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Energy and Commerce and Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey: 
R.R. 5278. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

emie Code of 1986 to increase the amount of 
gain which may be excluded from gross in
come on the sale of the principal residence of 
an individual who has attained age 55 to 
compensate for the 50 percent increase since 
1981 in the median price of a home in the 
United States; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

R.R. 5279. A bill to provide for economic 
growth by reducing income taxes for most 
Americans, by encouraging the purchase of 
American-made products, and by accelerat
ing transportation-related spending, and for 
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Ways and Means, Public Works and 
Transportation, Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs, Post Office and Civil Service, and 
Appropriations. 

R.R. 5280. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 and the Housing and Com
munity Development Act of 1987 to provide 
tax incentives for investments in enterprise 
zone businesses and domestic businesses; 
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and 
Means and Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs. 

By Mr. BAKER: 
R.R. 5281. A bill to suspend until January 

l, 1995, the duty on 2.2-Dichlorophenylacetic 
Acid Ethel Ester [DCPAEJ; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. LEWIS 
of Florida, Mr. PENNY, and Mr. BOR
SKI): 

R.R. 5282. A bill to restrict assistance for 
Russia until its Armed Forces are removed 
from the Baltic States; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs and Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DYMALLY: 
R.R. 5283. A bill to preempt State and local 

sanction measures against Namibia; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
R.R. 5284. A bill to amend the U.S. Com

mission on Civil Rights Act of 1983 to provide 
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an authorization of appropriations; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 5285. A bill to authorize appropria
tions to carry out the activities of the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation for fiscal year 
1993, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ESPY (for himself, Mr. WHIT
TEN, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. PARKER, 
and Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi): 

H.R. 5286. A bill to provide for the estab
lishment of the Lower Mississippi River Mu
seum and Riverfront Interpretive Site, and 
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Public Works and Transportation 
and Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. GEREN of Texas: 
H.R. 5287. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to provide for the grade of 
major general for the Chief of the Dental 
Service of the Air Force; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself, Mr. 
MICHEL, and Mr. GUNDERSON): 

H.R. 5288. A bill to revise the Federal voca
tional training system to meet the Nation's 
work force needs into the 21st century by es
tablishing a network of local skill centers to 
serve as a common point of entry to voca
tional training, a certification system to en
sure high quality programs, and a voucher 
system to enhance participant choice, and 
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Education and Labor, Agriculture, 
Veterans' Affairs, Ways and Means, and the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KILDEE (for himself, Mr. EMER
SON, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. HALL of 
Ohio, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. NEAL of North 
Carolina, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. LIPIN
SKI, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. COYNE, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. 
SCHEUER, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. CLAY, Mr. STAG
GERS, Mr. MA VROULES, Mr. BOUCHER, 
Mr. VENTO, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. TRAX
LER, Mr. MFUME, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. OWENS of Utah, 
Mr. COLORADO, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
REED, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. WHEAT, 
Mr. MORAN, Mr. FISH, Mr. SIKORSKI, 
Mr. w AXMAN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. 
UPTON, and Mr. MILLER of Califor
nia): 

H.R. 5289. A bill making appropriations to 
begin a phase in toward full funding of the 
special supplemental food program for 
women, infants, and children [WICJ and of 
Head Start Programs, and to expand the Job 
Corps Program for the year ending Septem
ber 30, 1993, and for other purposes; to the · 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. KOSTMA YER (for himself and 
Mr. BLACKWELL): 

H.R. 5290. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to conduct a pilot program 
to demonstrate the feasibility of installing 
telephones in patient rooms in Department 
of Veterans Affairs medical facilities; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. MARTINEZ: 
H.R. 5291. A bill to provide for the tem

porary use of certain lands in the city of 
South Gate, CA, for elementary school pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR (for himself, Mr. 
ROE, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, and Mr. 
CLINGER): 

H.R. 5292. A bill to provide for the appoint
ment of Gen. Thomas C. Richards, U.S. Air 
Force (retired) as Administrator of the Fed
eral Aviation Administration; to the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR (for himself, Mr. 
MINETA, Ms. HORN, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 
DAVIS, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, and Mr. 
VANDERJAGT): 

H.R. 5293. A bill to amend the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958 to enhance competition 
among air carriers by prohibiting an air car
rier who operates a computer reservation 
system from discriminating against other air 
carriers participating in the system and 
among travel agents which subscribe to the 
system, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. RAHALL: 
H.R. 5294. A bill to provide assistance for 

environmental infrastructure facilities for 
economically distressed areas; to the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. RINALDO (for himself, Mr. 
ROE, Mr. GALLO, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr. 
HUGHES): 

A bill to direct the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration and the Ad
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration to jointly conduct a 
research program to develop new tech
nologies for quieter jet aircraft engines and 
airframes; to the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. DICKS, 
and Mr. MCCURDY): 

H.R. 5296. A bill to require a report on nu
clear safety in Eastern Europe and the states 
of the former Soviet Union; jointly, to the 
Committees on Foreign Affairs and Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. STENHOLM (for himself, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. CONDIT, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. DOOLEY, 
Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 
GRANDY, Mr. GREEN of New York, Mr. 
GUNDERSON, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
HATCHER, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HOPKINS, 
Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. MYERS of In
diana, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. PENNY, Mr. PETERSON of 
Minnesota, Mr. REGULA, Mr. RoB
ERTS, Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. SMITH of 
Oregon, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. VOLKMER, and Mr. WALSH): 

H.R. 5297. A bill entitled the " Animal Me
dicinal Drug Use Clarification Act of 1992"; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. STUDDS: 
H.R. 5298. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to direct the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to include a 
description of the medical assistance for 
Medicare cost sharing available under title 
XIX of such act in the annual notice of bene
fits provided to Medicare beneficiaries; joint
ly, to the Committee on Ways and Means and 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi (for 
himself, Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. ESPY' Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. GUARINI, 
Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. PETERSON of 
Florida, Mr. WISE, Mr. PARKER, Mr. 
HOLLOWAY, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
LAUGHLIN, Mr. WALSH, Mr. SPRATT, 
Mr. DERRICK, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. JONES 
of North Carolina, Mr. MACHTLEY, 

Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. BRYANT, Mrs. 
PATTERSON, Mr. SWETT, Mr. 
BROWDER, Mr. v ALENTINE, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. 
HUCKABY' Mr. JEFFERSON' Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BREWSTER, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
RAHALL, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. SAXTON, Ms. 
HORN, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 
Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. LARoCCO, Mrs. 
MINK, Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut, 
Mr. BRUCE, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. 
BROOKS, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. SMITH of 
Florida, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. WELDON, 
Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. 
HOYER, and Mr. DORGAN of North Da
kota): 

H.R. 5299. A bill to prohibit the transfer of 
excess Department of Defense construction 
and fire equipment to foreign governments; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. MFUME: 
H.R. 5300. A bill to amend the Federal 

Transit Act to increase for 2 fiscal years the 
Federal share of the costs of establishing and 
operating a university transportation center; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

H.R. 5301. A bill to provide for a temporary 
partial waiver of the requirement that the 
States match a portion of the Federal funds 
provided for the job opportunities and basic 
skills training program of the States; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself, Mr. 
DORNAN of California, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. WOLF, Mr. HARRIS, 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. MCMILLEN of 
Maryland, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. KILDEE, 
Ms. HORN, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. HORTON, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. ESPY, Mr. FRANKS 
of Connecticut, Mr. BLILEY, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. RAVENEL, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con
necticut, Mr. PAXON, Mr. ACKERMAN, 
Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. LEHMAN of Califor
nia, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. MONTGOMERY, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. DE LA GARZA, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
MCGRATH, Mr. WALSH, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. BEN
NETT, Mr. FISH, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. 
RANGEL, and Mr. STUMP): 

H.J. Res. 495. Joint resolution designating 
the week beginning November 8, 1992, as 
" National Women Veterans Recognition 
Week" ; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mr. RoSTENKOWSKI, Mr . 
OBEY, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr . 
FAZIO, Mr. STARK, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
ECKART. Mr. EDWARDS of California, 
Mr. FROST, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SKAGGS, 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Ms. HORN' Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr. 
WYDEN): 

H.J. Res. 496. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States to provide for a balanced budget of 
the United States Government; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. LLOYD: 
H.J. Res. 497. Joint resolution commemo

rating the lOOth anniversary of Southern 
College of Seventh-Day Adventists; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR (for himself, Mr. 
CLINGER, and Mr. lNHOFE): 

H.J. Res. 498. Joint resolution designating 
the week commencing October 4, 1992, as 
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"National Aviation Education Week"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey (for him
self, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. 
SAWYER, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. MCMILLEN 
of Maryland, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Ms. LONG, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
GONZALEZ, Mr. HORTON, Mr. GUARINI, 
Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
TANNER, Ms. WATERS, Mr. SANDERS, 
Ms. HORN, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. CLAY, 
Ms. NORTON, Mrs. MINK, Mr. CHAP
MAN, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. NEAL of Massa
chusetts. Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
LEHMAN of California. Mr: SCHEUER, 
Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. STOKES, Mr. 
TALLON, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 
SISISKY, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. MCNUL
TY, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. KASICH, Mr. 
RINALDO, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. EMERSON, 
Mr. BRUCE, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mrs. JOHN
SON of Connecticut. Mrs. PATTERSON, 
Mr. STUDDS, Mr. GoRDON, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. PRICE, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. FORD of 
Michigan. Mr. ROE, Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. 
DE LUGO, Mr. SABO, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. WEISS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. PURSELL, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. DARDEN, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. 
BONIOR, and Mr. OWENS of New York); 

H.J. Res. 499. Joint resolution designating 
July 2, 1992, as "National Literacy Day"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. 
HOYER, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. MCMILLEN 
of Maryland, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
GILCHREST, and Mrs. BYRON): 

H. Con. Res. 327. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
visionary art as a national treasure and re
garding the American Visionary Art Museum· 
as a national repository and educational cen
ter for visionary art; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. GEPHARDT (for himself and 
Mr. MICHEL): 

H. Res. 471. Resolution directing the re
lease of certain materials relating to the in
quiry of the operation of the bank of the Ser
geant at Arms pursuant to House Resolution 
236; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H. Res. 472. Resolution amending the rules 

of the House of Representatives to require 
that the votes of individual Members be re
corded in open session when choosing a 
President pursuant to the 12th amendment 
to the Constitution; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. SOLARZ (for himself and Mr. 
LEACH): 

H. Res. 473. Resolution expressing the con
tinuing concern of the House of Representa
tives about the situation in Burma and its 
implications for the region; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XX.II, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

454. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Senate of the State of Hawaii, relative to 

proposed legislation entitled "The Earth
quake Project"; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

455. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Hawaii, relative to 
antiprogersterone steroid mifepistone. 
known as RU-486; to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

456. Also, memorial of the Senate of the 
State of Hawaii, relative to the U.N. Con
ference on Environment and Development; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

457. Also, memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Colorado, rel
ative to global democracy; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

458. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
Guam. relative to support of H.R. 4901; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

459. Also, memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of South Carolina. 
relative to the Older Americans Act; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XX.II. sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

R.R. 650: Mr. SABO. '· 
R.R. 693: Mr. MCCLOSKEY. 
R.R. 766: Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
H.R. 961: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1200: Mr. BARNARD. 
R.R. 1218: Mr. PANETTA and Mrs. COLLINS of 

Michigan. 
H.R. 1335: Mr. LAGOMARSINO and Mr. 

TRAFICANT. 
R.R. 1536: Mrs. BENTLEY and Ms. KAPTUR. 
R.R. 1573: Mr. DARDEN. 
R.R. 1624: Mr. WALSH. 
H.R. 1703: Mr. BACCHUS. 
R.R. 1753: Ms. HORN. . 
R.R. 1820: Mr. SWETT, Mr. MILLER of Cali-

fornia, and Mr. FROST. 
R.R. 2070: Mr. WHEAT and Mr. KOSTMAYER. 
R.R. 2164: Mr. BROWDER, Mr. RICHARDSON, 

and Mr. LUKEN. 
R.R. 2819: Mr. TRAXLER and Mr. JONES of 

Georgia. 
R.R. 2966: Ms. HORN. 
R.R. 3071: Mrs. BYRON and Mr. WHEAT. 
R.R. 3137: Mr. BROWN and Mr. ZIMMER. 
H.R. 3160: Mr. ATKINS, Mrs. COLLINS of 

Michigan. Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. MFUME, Mr. OBEY, Mr. PAS
TOR, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. SOLARZ, and Mr. 
WOLPE. 

R.R. 3277: Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
SANDERS, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. WELDON, Mr. TAYLOR of 
Mississippi, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
SMITH of Florida, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. MINETA, 
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr. JONES of North 
Carolina, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, and 
Mr. FISH. 

R.R. 3373: Mr. WILSON, Mr. SHAW, Mr. 
FRANKS of Connecticut, and Mr. SWIFT. 

H.R. 3463: Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 3486: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. 
R.R. 3516: Mr. OXLEY. 
R.R. 3517: Mr. AUCOIN. 
H.R. 3518: Ms. KAPTUR. 
R.R. 3535: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 3763: Mr. MORRISON. 

R.R. 3878: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ALEXANDER, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OLVER, Ms. 
PELOSI, Mr. TORRES, and Mr. TRAFICANT. 

R.R. 3927: Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. EcKART, and 
Mr. HARRIS. 

H.R. 3938: Mr. FROST and Mr. FISH. 
H.R. 3986: Mr. KOSTMAYER. 
H.R. 4008: Mr. KOLTER and Mr. SANTORUM. 
R.R. 4078: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
R.R. 4174: Mr. ATKINS. 
H.R. 4278: Mr. TORRES. 
H.R. 4304: Mr. HALL of Ohio and Mr. VENTO. 
KR. 4315: Mr. ATKINS and Mr. SUNDQUIST. 
R.R. 4338: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 

LANCASTER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
Goss. Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. REED, Mr. RoSE, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WISE, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. 
ECKART, Mr. WEISS, Mr. JONES of Georgia, 
Mr. RAY, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
PRICE, Mr. SWETT, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. MOLLO
HAN, Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. BEREU
TER, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. PARKER, Mr. OBEY, Mr. 
PORTER, Mr. ESPY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. THOM
AS of Georgia, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. 
BROWDER, Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. 
BACCHUS, and Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan. 

H.R. 4427: Mr. GILCHREST and Mr. GUARINI. 
R.R. 4432: Mr. CARPER. 
R.R. 4481: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 4502: Mr. HOPKINS, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. 

WILSON. Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms. HORN. Mr. 
BLAZ, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. OLIN, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BE
VILL, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. RAN
GEL, and Mr. JONES of North Carolina. 

R.R. 4550: Mr. HUGHES. 
H.R. 4591: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, 

Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. TOWNS, and Mrs. 
UNSOELD. 

R.R. 4617: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

H.R. 4618: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4619: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4620: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4621: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4622: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4623: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4624: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina, 

R.R. 4625: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4626: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4627: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4628: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4629: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4630: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
Una. 

R.R. 4631: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

H.R. 4632: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 

R.R. 4633: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina. 
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H.R. 4655: Mr. McMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4656: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4657: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4658: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4659: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4660: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4661: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4662: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4663: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4664: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4665: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4666: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Carolina. 
H.R. 4667: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4668: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4669: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4670: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4671: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

lina. 
H.R. 4672: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4673: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4674: Mr. McMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4675: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4676: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4677: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4678: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

lina. 
H.R. 4679: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4680: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4681: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4682: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

Una. 
H.R. 4683; Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro

lina. 
H.R. 4684: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro

lina. 
H.R. 4724: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida, Mrs. 

MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. RICH
ARDSON, Mr. SWETT, and Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 4725: Mr. KOSTMAYER and Mr. VENTO. 
H.R. 4822: Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 

NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. EDWARDS of Cali
fornia, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FAS
CELL, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. COYNE, Mr. HERTEL, 
Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. CLAY, Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. 
MAVROULES, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. VENTO, Mr. 
MOODY, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 
MFUME, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. AN
DREWS of Maine. Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. GON
ZALEZ, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. COLORADO, 
MR. MCNULTY, Mr. REED, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. 
WHEAT, Mr. MORAN, Mr. MILLER of Califor
nia, Mr. HAYES of Illinois, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. LEHMAN of 
California, Ms. NORTON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 

STARK, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. HENRY, 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. RICHARDSON, and 
Mrs. UNSOELD. 

H.R. 4851: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4852: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4853: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4854: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4855: Mr. PACKARD. 
H .R. 4856: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4857: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4858: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4859: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4860: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4861: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4862: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4863: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4864: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4865: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4866: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4867: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4868: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4869: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4870: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4871: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4872: Mr. PACKARD. 
H .R. 4873: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4874: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4875: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4876: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4877: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4878: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4930: Mr. DYMALLY. 
H.R. 4941: Mr. SPRATT, Mr. MOODY, and Mr. 

FAZIO. 
H.R. 4961: Mr. DoOLEY. 
H.R. 5020: Mr. RAY, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. HOR

TON, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. MILLER 
of Washington, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. JEFFERSON, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. LENT, 
and Mr. STAGGERS. 

H.R. 5099: Mr. TORRES and Mr. VENTO. 
H.R. 5111: Mr. KYL. 
H.R. 5117: Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. 

RIGGS, Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
HYDE, Ms. NORTON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. POSHARD, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BONIOR, and 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 

H.R. 5126: Mr. BENNETT, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. ECKART, Mr. LEHMAN of Flor
ida, Ms. NORTON, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. AL
LARD, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GUAR
INI, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. PRICE, Mr. RHODES, 
Mr. SMITH of Florida, and Mr. TORRICELLI. 

H.R. 5135: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 5136: Mr. SAXTON. 
H.R. 5153: Mr. LIVINGSTON. 
H.R. 5162: Mr. MCHUGH, Mrs. SCHROEDER, 

Mr. RANGEL, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 
H.R. 5191: Mr. IRELAND. 
H.R. 5192: Mr. SPENCE. 
H.R. 5208: Ms. WATERS, Mr. MILLER of Cali

fornia, Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr. AN
DREWS of Maine, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. OWENS of 
New York, Mr. OLVER, Mr. YATES, Mr. SCHU
MER, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. LEHMAN of 
Florida, Mr. LEVINE of California, and Mrs. 
COLLINS of Michigan. 

H.R. 5209: Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. ABER
CROMBIE, Mr. LUKEN, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. WASHINGTON. 

H.R. 5216: Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 5237: Mr. PENNY, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. 

PETRI, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. GILMAN, and Mr. WEBER. 

H.R. 5238: Mr. COMBEST and Mr. STENHOLM. 
H.R. 5255: Mr. HERGER and Mr. DANNE

MEYER. 
H.R. 5269: Ms. NORTON. 
H.J. Res. 271: Mr. MOORHEAD. 

H.J. Res. 351: Mr. KLECZKA. 
H.J. Res. 399: Mr. EWING and Mr. WISE. 
H.J. Res. 411: Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. SHAYS. 
H.J. Res. 426: Mr. HAYES of Illinois. 
H.J. Res. 433: Mr. ASPIN, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. 

BUSTAMANTE, Mr. CARPER, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. MCEWEN, Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. TALLON, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, and 
Mr.VANDERJAGT. 

H.J. Res. 445: Mr. MURTHA, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
DIXON, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
ROEMER, Mr. LOWERY of California, Mr. FORD 
of Tennessee, Mr. GREEN of New York, Mr. 
FAZIO, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. Mr. 
SCHULZE, Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. 
NOWAK, Mr. MOODY, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana. 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. COSTELLO, 
and Mr. JONES of Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 457: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BARTON 
of Texas, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
DREIER of California, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. HAN
SEN, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. HOR
TON, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. PORTER, Mr. PURSELL, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. REGULA, Mr. RITTER, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. OWENS of 
New York, Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. 
RINALDO, Mr. YATRON, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. 
GRANDY, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. DAR
DEN. and Mr. EVANS. 

H.J. Res. 459: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. DINGELL, 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. GORDON, Mr. MONTGOM
ERY, Mr. MFUME, Mr. NAGLE, Mr. RoTH, Mr. 
SISISKY, and Mr. WELDON. 

H.J. Res. 479: Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. ESPY, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. KOSTMAYER, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. FISH, and 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.J. Res. 483: Mr. FISH. 
H. Con. Res. 156: Mr. DICKS, Mr. CRAMER, 

Mr. KILDEE, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
HERGER, Mr. CHANDLER, and Mr. RAHALL. 

H. Con. Res. 192: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs. KEN
NELLY, and Mr. SAWYER. 

H. Con. Res. 233: Mr. MURPHY, Mr. GAYDOS, 
Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. 
COLEMAN of Missouri, Mr. BARNARD, and Mr. 
STALLINGS. 

H. Con. Res. 246: Mr. FISH and Mr. 
SANGMEISTER. 

H. Con. Res. 276: Mr. CAMP, Mrs. MEYERS of 
Kansas, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. STARK, 
Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
MCGRATH, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. JEF
FERSON, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. ATKINS, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, 
Mr. RHODES, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. PERKINS, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. CHAPMAN, 
Mr. TALLON, Mr. LEVINE of California, Ms. 
SLAUGHTER, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. TRAFI
CANT. 

H. Con. Res. 298: Mr. MATSUI, Mr. ENGEL, 
Mr. WEISS, Mr. MRAZEK, Mrs. LOWEY of New 
York, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. MOODY, 
Mr. FASCELL, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. BEILENSON, 
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. LENT, Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. SWETT, Mr. 
YATES, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. RANGEL. 

H. Con. Res. 301: Mr. FRANKS of Connecti
cut, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. DARDEN, and Mr. 
FROST. 

H. Con. Res. 309: Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. 



12870 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
H. Con. Res. 314: Mr. THORNTON, Ms. NOR

TON, Ms. PELOSI, and Mr. WHEAT. 
H. Con. Res. 316: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. FISH. 
H. Res. 448: Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 

RoHRABACHER, Mr. PENNY, Mr. WYLIE, and 
Mr. SHAYS. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

May 28, 1992 
H.R. 1790: Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. 

H.R. 5056: Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 5253: Mr. BONIOR. 
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